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1.0 INTRODUCT ION 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Taos Field Office (TAFO) proposes to approve a Travel 

Management Plan (TMP) for Horsethief Mesa, an area of 2,060.5 acres within the Rio Grande del Norte 

National Monument and Taos Plateau Travel Management Area (TMA), and designate a transportation 

network of motorized and non-motorized routes.  Horsethief Mesa is located approximately two miles 

north of Arroyo Hondo, New Mexico, just west of NM Highway 522 and adjacent to Carson National 

Forest.  The rim of the Rio Grande gorge defines the western extent of the mesa. 

 

The TMP has been prepared considering extensive public and agency input. The intent of the plan is to 

establish a comprehensive travel network, meeting both current and future access needs to the public 

lands in this area while minimizing effects on sensitive resources. The plan identifies a system of roads, 

primitive roads, and trails, and the terms for their use and maintenance. Additionally, it identifies public 

access and outlines the proposed facilities that would be developed for recreational use. The travel 

network identified in the proposed TMP is comprised of both motorized and non-motorized routes. 

The term motorized vehicle, for the purposes of this Environmental Assessment (EA), is synonymous 

with off-highway vehicle (OHV). Examples of this type of vehicle include all-terrain vehicles (ATV), 

Utility Type Vehicle (UTV), Sport Utility Vehicle (SUV), motorcycle, and snowmobiles.  

 

OHV is synonymous with Off-Road Vehicle (ORV). ORV is defined in 43 CFR 8340.0-5 (a): Off-road 

vehicle means any motorized vehicle capable of, or designed for, travel on or immediately over land, 

water, or other natural terrain, excluding: 1) Any non-amphibious registered motorboat; 2) Any military, 

fire, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle while being used for emergency purposes; 3) Any vehicle 

whose use is expressly authorized by the authorized officer, or otherwise officially approved; 4) Vehicles 

in official use; and 5) Any combat or combat support vehicle when used in times of national defense 

emergencies. OHVs generally include dirt motorcycles, dune buggies, jeeps, 4-wheel drive vehicles, 

SUVs, over-the-snow vehicles, UTVs and ATVs. 

 

For the purposes of this EA and TMP, the term ñrouteò is be used to refer to roads, primitive roads, 

primitive routes, trails, temporary routes, and transportation linear disturbances which are defined in the 

BLM Travel and Transportation Handbook (BLM 2012a) and Appendix A: Acronyms, Glossary, 

References.  

 

This EA provides analysis of a no action alternative and four action alternatives considered during the 

travel management planning process, in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 

and other Federal and State goals, policies, laws and regulations, including but not limited to: 

 

¶ Travel and Transportation Handbook (BLM 2012a); 

¶ Travel and Transportation Manual (BLM 2016a); 

¶ Land Use Planning Handbook (BLM 2005); 

¶ National Mountain Bicycling Strategic Action Plan (BLM 2002); 

¶ National Management Strategy for Motorized Off-Highway Vehicle Use on Public Lands (BLM 

2001); and 

¶ Executive Orders 11644/11989; and 

¶ Secretaryôs Order 3376 Increasing Recreational Opportunities through the use of Electric Bikes 
(SO 3376). 

1.1 Background 

Federal agencies are directed to manage travel uses on public lands through Executive Orders (EO) 11644 

and 11989, which have been incorporated into the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) under 43 CFR 
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8342.1. These EOs and Secretarial Orders 3362, 3356, 3347, and 3376 are included in Appendix E. The 

Taos Resource Management Plan (RMP) (BLM 2012b) provides management guidance for the Taos 

Plateau TMA. 

  

The TMA includes 2,060.5 acres of BLM-administered land located within Horsethief Mesa, which lies 

within Río Grande del Norte National Monument north of Arroyo Hondo, New Mexico. These land use 

planning decisions must be considered in any travel management planning decisions. Lands within 

Horsethief Mesa are administered by BLM, while adjacent land includes U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and 

private landowners. The BLM, in collaboration with USFS, has prepared this document to include a road 

segment on the Carson National Forest from New Mexico (NM) Highway (Hwy) 522.  Also provided for 

is a conceptual route of the previously approved Rio Grande Trail, which extends onto Carson National 

Forest. 

 

The plan would designate each route as OHV open, limited, or closed in a manner that would minimize 

impacts to resources.   The route designations, defined in Section 2.1.2 of this EA, would address 

unauthorized route proliferation with rehabilitation, enforcement, and public education.  In addition, the 

plan would determine route maintenance levels.  The BLM would close and rehabilitate illegal and social 

routes specified in the actions, as well as routes that are redundant or causing resource damage after the 

TMP is signed. 

1.2 Purpose and Need 

The purpose of this action is to provide a comprehensive network of routes to accommodate a variety of 

users and types of vehicles within Horsethief Mesa. This action is needed to meet public demands for 

more recreation opportunities in a manner that provides for the protection of the objects and values for 

which the Rio Grande del Norte National Monument was established.  In addition, legal public access and 

adequate, developed parking is needed to provide for improved and contained parking that accommodates 

all trail user types and eliminates trespass on private property and roads. 

 

Public demand is increasing on public lands in Taos County for new trails targeting specific outcomes 

such as risk and challenge by mountain bikers that could accommodate a variety of trail users.  A TMP is 

needed to meet public demands for more trail-based recreational opportunities developed in a systematic 

manner that provides for the protection of the Monument objects and values.    

 

Over the past two decades, Horsethief Mesa has become increasingly popular for recreation. As a result, 

unauthorized trails and motorized routes have been created by various users, which has impacted resource 

values and conditions. The availability and popularity of OHVs, mountain bikes, and electric bicycles (e-

bikes) has created an increased demand for public land use and access, which could further adversely 

affect resources if travel management planning does not occur.  

 

The public currently accesses Horsethief Mesa either across private land in the southern portion of the 

area or through undeveloped USFS land in the northeastern portion of the area from NM Hwy 522.  The 

unfettered and unauthorized access to the Horsethief Mesa area has resulted in private property owners 

installing signs to direct users away from private roads and adding small dirt speed bumps to control the 

speed of motorized vehicles.  Users either park on private land in the southern portion of the area or on 

the NM Hwy 522 shoulder near a Taos County transfer station.  Frequently, vehicles get locked in behind 

the transfer station gate after hours. Authorized access and adequate, developed and maintained parking 

are needed to accommodate the current levels of use. 
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1.3 Plan Conformance  

The BLM currently manages Horsethief Mesa under the 2012 Taos RMP, which provides long-term goals 

specific to the TAFOôs resources and uses.  Horsethief Mesa is only a small portion (less than 1 percent) 

of the Taos Plateau TMP, but the area is ripe for management planning for reasons explained above. 

 

The alternatives presented in this EA are consistent with the goals and objectives of the Taos RMP for the 

Taos Plateau, including travel and transportation goals. The following applicable travel and transportation 

goals and objectives for the TAFO and the Taos Plateau TMA, which includes the Horsethief Mesa area, 

are presented in Section 2.2.8 of the RMP, Transportation and Access. Note that the RMP goal 

terminology includes reference to trails and roads, while this EA uses the term ñroutesò as defined in 

Section 1.0 above and in the BLM Travel and Transportation Manual.  

 

Goals for Transportation and Access: 

¶ Provide reasonable access to public lands for multiple uses in a manner consistent with the goals 

and objectives of all resources and other opportunities. 

¶ Work collaboratively with the public, including tribal, State and local governments, special 

interest groups, and individuals to develop an appropriate transportation system on public lands, 

including motorized and non-motorized recreational trails. 

 

Objectives for Transportation and Access: 

¶ Use criteria to guide the designation of routes in areas limited to designated roads, or use of roads 

in areas limited to existing roads, which will consider: 

1. The desired future condition for access (if different from the planning unit as a whole). 

2. Whether or not the road provides access to an important destination, to private, State, or 

other Federal lands, or is critical for particular activities. 

3. Road and trail density to support goals related to conservation of scenic quality or 

sensitive habitat management; or to accommodate certain uses. For sensitive habitat, limit 

roads and trails to an average of 0.5 mile of road per square mile. In areas identified for 

motorized recreation use, a high density might exceed 2 miles of road per square mile. 

4. Reclamation of redundant roads or roads that no longer serve their intended purpose to 

achieve road density objectives and reduce habitat fragmentation, while maintaining road 

network connectivity. 

5. Conditions to be identified in the road inventory process that will require mitigation, such 

as routes that are alongside or within riparian areas or routes in areas with cultural or 

paleontological resources. Mitigation might include rerouting, redesign of routes (e.g., 

riparian area crossings to minimize downstream sedimentation), or fencing of resources. 

6. Maintenance standards to determine where work is needed to reduce damage to the land, 

such as installing culverts where flood damage recurs or filling in low-lying areas [i.e., 

mud holes] to eliminate the need for users to create new routes to avoid the area. 

¶ Monitor use to determine if the road network requires modification to improve access or protect 

resources. 

 

To follow are goals and objectives from the Taos RMP (2012) for recreation that are pertinent to this plan 

and that are also relevant to travel management planning: 

 

Goals: 

¶ Provide a diversity of settings where visitors may have the opportunity to realize their personal 

expectations or goals while engaging in a variety of activities in the outdoors. 

¶ Provide high quality recreation opportunities and experiences. 
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¶ Manage for appropriate levels of use, facilities, management and services, and administrative 

controls in each recreation area. Balance public demand, protection of resources, setting 

objectives, and fiscal responsibility. 

 

Management Prescriptions for the Taos Plateau Extensive Recreation Management Area (ERMA), which 

includes Horsethief Mesa: 

¶ Contain and define parking if needed to prevent disturbance to and protect resources in areas such 

as Las Mestenas (also known as Horsethief Mesa). 

¶ Maintain Horsethief Trail. 

 

The BLM currently manages this area to provide an open setting with minimal to no facilities. ERMAs 

offer a variety of dispersed recreation activities through custodial recreation management to resolve use 

conflicts and provide for visitor safety and resource protection. 

 

The action alternatives are also consistent with the Presidential Proclamation (Proclamation 8946) 

designating Rio Grande del Norte National Monument (signed March 25, 2013) and BLM Manual 6220, 

which provides guidance on managing components of the BLMôs National Landscape Conservation 

System. The Proclamation affords protections for four Monument objects: geology, ecological diversity, 

wildlife habitat, and cultural resources. Each object is considered in this EA, though some are summarily 

dismissed from detailed analysis with a rationale.  In addition, historical uses such as fuelwood harvesting 

and pinyon collection can continue under the Monument designation. 

1.4 Identification of Issues  

Extensive public input was gathered and documented to develop the EA and TMP. Route designations 

and alternatives were evaluated during the public involvement process. This process and other public 

participation efforts are described in Chapter 4 of this EA. 

1.4.1 Relevant Issues 

Table 1-1 presents key resource/resource use issues identified for Horsethief Mesa that were carried 

forward for analysis. Resource/resource use issues and effects are analyzed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this 

EA, respectively. 

Table 1-1 Key Issues Associated with the Action Alternatives 

Resource/Resource Use Issue Statement 

Cultural resources1 How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of 

non-motorized routes through implementation of the TMP impact cultural 

resources and their management? 

How would reasonable and potentially increased public access and recreation 

impact cultural resources?  

Recreation How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of 

non-motorized routes through implementation of the TMP impact various 

recreation opportunities, experiences, and public land access? 

Soil resources How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of 

non-motorized routes through implementation of the TMP impact soil 

resources, including biological soil crusts? 

Transportation and access How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of 

non-motorized routes through implementation of the TMP impact public 

motorized and non-motorized access, and adjoining private property access? 
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Resource/Resource Use Issue Statement 

Vegetation communities, 

special status plant species, 

and invasive, non-native plant 

species1 

How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of 

non-motorized routes through implementation of the TMP impact vegetation 

communities, BLM special status plant species (SSPS), and the distribution and 

spread of invasive, non-native plant species? 

Visual resources How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of 

non-motorized routes through implementation of the TMP impact visual 

resources? 

Wildlife  resources1 How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of 

non-motorized routes through implementation of the TMP impact wildlife, 

including raptors and other migratory bird species, big game and small game 

species, and special status wildlife species? 
1 Resources relevant to the stewardship of established Monument Objects, including geological, ecological, and cultural resources 

occurring within the Rio Grande Del Norte National Monument. 

1.4.2 Resources and Resource Uses Dismissed from Detailed Analysis 

A list of resources that are outside the scope of the TMP or addressed through administrative or policy 

action is provided in Table 1-2. Some resources were considered but not analyzed because of 

inconsistencies with existing laws, higher-level management direction, or because they were beyond the 

scope of the purpose and goals of this EA.  

Table 1-2 Resources and Resource Uses not Analyzed in Detail in this EA 

Resource/Resource Use Rationale for Dismissing 

Air and atmospheric values Air and atmospheric values would not be affected by the alternatives to a 

degree that detailed analysis is required. Construction emissions would be 

temporary and limited to the proposed trailhead areas while construction 

activities occur. 

Areas of Critical Environmental 

Concern (ACEC) 

Horsethief Mesa remains part of the Taos Plateau ACEC, a designation 

applied to the area prior to the establishment of the National Monument.  

The designation provides management protection to certain relevant and 

important values, which includes wildlife values, special status species, 

scenic quality, and other values.  These values are considered and, as 

appropriate, analyzed under their respective issue statements.  (See Table 1-

1.) 

Fish, aquatic, and special status 

aquatic species1 

There would be no impact to aquatic species or special status aquatic species 

from implementation of the TMP and proposed trailhead parking area.   

Forestry and woodland products 

(fuelwood) 

Forestry and woodland products (fuelwood) gathering would not be affected 

by implementation of the TMP and proposed trailhead parking area to any 

measurable degree that detailed analysis is warranted.  

Geology1 No geologic resources would be impacted by implementation of the TMP 

and proposed trailhead parking area. 

Land tenure and withdrawals Land acquisition and withdrawal may occur within Horsethief Mesa; 

however, these activities would not be affected by implementation of the 

TMP and proposed trailhead parking areas to a degree that detailed analysis 

is required. 

Lands with wilderness 

characteristics 

No lands within Horsethief Mesa have been determined to contain 

wilderness characteristics. An inventory conducted in preparation for the 

Taos ROD and RMP found the area did not meet the criteria for having 

wilderness characteristics. 

Livestock grazing Livestock grazing is not currently permitted within Horsethief Mesa. 

National Historic or Scenic Trails No known National Historic or Scenic Trails exist within Horsethief Mesa.  
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Resource/Resource Use Rationale for Dismissing 

Paleontological resources Paleontological resources would not be affected by implementation of the 

TMP and proposed trailhead parking area to a degree that detailed analysis is 

required. The TAFO paleontology coordinator and the BLM regional 

paleontologist assessed the Horsethief Mesa area and determined that the 

mapped geological units are classified as Potential Fossil Yield Classes 

(PFYC) 2 or 3 and demonstrated no evidence of fossils. 

Scenic Byways No Scenic Byways exist within Horsethief Mesa. 

Social and economic conditions Measurable changes to local social or economic conditions in Horsethief 

Mesa due to implementation of the TMP and proposed trailhead parking area 

would not be expected. 

Surface water resources, wetlands 

and floodplains 

No structures would be built within surface water, wetlands, or floodplains, 

and implementation of the TMP and proposed trailhead parking area would 

not alter these areas to a degree that detailed analysis is required. 

Threatened and endangered plant 

species¹ 

There are no federally listed threatened or endangered plant species 

documented in the Horsethief Mesa area. BLM Sensitive plant species are 

discussed in Section 3.5 of this EA. 

Threatened and endangered 

wildlife species:  

Canada lynx (Lynx rufus) 

Mexican spotted owl (Strix 

occidentalis lucida) 

New Mexico meadow jumping 

mouse (Zapus hudsonius luteus) 

Southwestern willow flycatcher 

(Empidonax traillii extimus) 

Western yellow-billed cuckoo 

(Coccyzus americanus)¹ 

A total of five federally listed wildlife species/subspecies with potential to 

occur in Horsethief Mesa were identified from the USFWS Information, 

Planning, and Consultation System (IPaC) system report for the area 

(USFWS 2020a). Analysis of these species and their habitats indicates that 

suitable habitat for them, especially breeding habitat, is not present in 

Horsethief Mesa. No designated critical habitat exists in Horsethief Mesa. 

These species do not have potential to occur in the area and implementation 

of the TMP and proposed trailhead parking area would have no effect on 

them.  

Water quality (ground) There would be no impact to ground water hydrology from implementation 

of the TMP and proposed trailhead parking area. The establishment of a 

designated travel network would not impact ground water quality because 

implementation of the TMP would only result in surface disturbances. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers (WSR) The outstandingly remarkable values of the Rio Grande Wild and Scenic 

River, which include scenic quality, cultural resources, and wildlife values, 

are evaluated under their respective resources.  The free-flowing character of 

the river would not be affected, as routes designations are only being 

considered beyond the rim of the river gorge, well above the ordinary high-

water mark.  The designation of existing routes within the river corridor, 

which extends ¼ mile both directions from the centerline of the river, are 

limited to those beyond the rim of the gorge out of sight of the river.  Such 

designations are allowable within wild segments of a designated Wild and 

Scenic River corridor.  For these reasons, a Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

Section 7 evaluation is not warranted, and the impacts to the Wild and 

Scenic River designation are not further analyzed. 

Wilderness No Wilderness areas exist within Horsethief Mesa. 

Wilderness Study Areas No Wilderness Study Areas exist within Horsethief Mesa. 

Wildland fire management Wildland fire management is not expected to be impacted by route 

designations or implementation of the TMP and proposed trailhead parking 

area. Emergency fire suppression activities are an authorized use. 
1 Resources relevant to the stewardship of established Rio Grande Del Norte Monument objects, including geological, ecological, 

and cultural resources occurring within the Rio Grande Del Norte National Monument. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES  

Routes within the Taos Plateau TMA travel network were evaluated in 2017 and were inclusive of 

Horsethief Mesa routes. The route evaluation for Horsethief Mesa reconsidered past alternatives and 

modified them as described in this EA (Sections 2.1 through 2.6). The TAFO proposes to approve a TMP 

for Horsethief Mesa and designate a transportation network of motorized and non-motorized routes in the 

area. Five management alternatives were considered in the development of this analysis, including a No 

Action alternative and four action alternatives.  

 

The action alternatives were developed with careful consideration of administrative actions, goals and 

objectives from the Taos RMP (BLM 2012b), NEPA interdisciplinary team (ID Team) input, and public 

comment during the route evaluation process and scoping process. Relevant guidance and management 

goals for Horsethief Mesa were integrated into the action alternatives. While each action alternative 

would result in varying route networks and designations, the alternatives follow the prescriptions outlined 

in the Taos RMP (BLM 2012b). The TMP is presented in its entirety in Appendix B of this EA and on the 

BLMôs ePlanning website.  

 

The route inventory and evaluation processes are described in the TMP. Each route requires adherence to 

43 CFR 8342.1, which stipulates criteria for route designation. These criteria are outlined in the TMP. 

During the route evaluation process, each existing route segment on BLM-administered land was 

considered for designation as open, limited, or closed based on 43 CFR 8342.1 and the evaluation criteria 

for Horsethief Mesa (Appendix C). In addition, new routes were proposed during the route evaluation, 

and scoping processes.  

2.1 Elements Common to All Action Alternatives 

Elements of the TMP (Appendix B), including the sign plan, monitoring, enforcement, and adaptive 

management programs, and implementation of priority actions would be implemented under all action 

alternatives. Furthermore, access and trailhead parking would be considered in each action alternative.  

Camping would be allowed within trailheads.  Shooting firearms would not be permitted within 150 yards 

of a developed recreation site, designated campsite or occupied area, which includes trailhead parking 

areas, per federal regulations (61 Federal Register 21479, 1996). Tables included throughout this EA are 

sourced from BLM 2020 GIS route data, unless otherwise noted. Any discrepancies in total rows are due 

to rounding of numbers to one decimal point. 

2.1.1 Adaptive Decision-Making 

The BLM would apply an adaptive approach to the implementation of the action alternatives.  The 

adaptive approach allows the BLM to adjust its decisions on certain components of the TMP if future 

conditions identified through monitoring activities that may warrant adjustment to their implementation.  

In general, the BLM would be monitoring (a) resource conditions and (b) use levels and the efficacy of 

meeting use demand as a basis for considering adjustments through this adaptive approach. 

 

Specific measures the BLM may apply if conditions warrant include the following:   

 

¶ If new routes or other surface disturbance are determined through surveys or consultation with 

Tribes, USFSW, or SHPO to potentially cause unacceptable impacts to resources, routes would 

be either rerouted to avoid resources or precluded from development and removed from the final 

milage. See Section 2.7.1 regarding approach to cultural resources.  

¶ If  monitoring with a vehicle counter demonstrates that Horsethief Mesa is receiving substantial 

increased use during the critical big game winter habitat period from January 1 through April  30, 

the BLM may conduct threshold studies to determine if  it should close and gate the access road at 

Hwy 522.   
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¶ If the development of Option 1 trailhead is inadequate for meeting public demand for parking or 

is insufficient for avoiding user conflicts, then Option 2 trailhead may also be developed.  See 

Section 2.1.2 below. 

¶ Easements may also be pursued with private property owners and/or another road use agreement 

may be made with Carson National Forest for additional access to Horsethief Mesa, if necessary, 

to resolve user conflicts. 

¶ Trail segments built without BLM authorization or social trails created through use would be 

documented and closed immediately upon discovery. 

2.1.2 Public Parking and Access 

Legal access and public parking are integral to the purpose and need for this plan, as discussed in Section 

1.2.   The BLM has planned and designed two developed recreation trailhead options (Figures 2.1-1 and 

2.1-2). Year-round road access on USFS lands to both trailhead options would require coordination with 

USFS through a separate environmental planning effort and would involve a road use agreement 

instrument on existing routes through Carson National Forest. Year-long public access to either trailhead 

option would require improvement of existing USFS routes addressed in this EA (See Figures 2.1-1 and 

2.1-2 for detailed design drawings).  Road access construction would include surfacing with pit run and 

crusher fines and placement of culverts.  

 

¶ Trailhead Option 1 (Figure 2.1-1) would be located along an existing route within Horsethief 

Mesa and would allow for the smooth flow of traffic and access. This trailhead option would 

encompass approximately 2.2 acres. Trailhead Option 1 would require widening of the access 

route to improve public access and would require surveys to determine potential resource values 

ahead of construction.  Construction would include pull-through and head-in parking spaces and 

placement of fire rings for designated camp spurs only.  Camping would be closed within a ¼ 

mile of the trailheads, except within the designation campsites.  A vault toilet would also be 

included.  The trailhead surface would be hardened with pit run and crusher fines. 

 

¶ Trailhead Option 2 (Figure 2.1-2) would be located within the footprint of an existing disturbed 

area. It would encompass approximately 2.5 acres and would be located closer to the County 

transfer station and private property. The degree of development, construction activities, and 

camping opportunities and restrictions would be the same as those proposed under Option 1.  

Option 2 would connect to existing USFS and BLM routes through agency coordination and a 

separate USFS environmental planning effort. 

 

In addition to trailhead options, the BLM is considering off-season parking locations outside of 

Horsethief Mesa, just off NM Highway 522 right-of-way on USFS land (Figure 3.6-2). Off-season 

parking would provide an alternate parking during winter months when access to the Option 1 or 2 

trailhead may not be passable.  Off-season parking location 1 would encompass approximately 0.029 

acres, and off-season parking location 2 would encompass approximately 0.023 acres.  These year-round 

alternate parking locations would require additional coordination with USFS and would be an added 

feature of a road use agreement for route access through the Carson National Forest.  Off-season parking 

locations would include up to four parking spaces each and would be surfaced with pit run and crusher 

fines.  ñNo Parkingò signage may be placed along the road, and vehicle barriers may be needed.  The 

current location of the Taos County transfer station gate would be moved up the existing road just past the 

alternative parking areas in order to allow access. 

 

 

 

 



BLM Horsethief Mesa Travel Management Plan December 2021 

Environmental Assessment 2-15 

Route Designation Categories: 

Four action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, D, and E) were developed using the categories listed below 

through the route evaluation process. Limited designation can apply to one or a combination of the 

specific management actions described below.  

 

OHV Open: 

¶ OHV Open would allow all types of motorized vehicle use at all times. They are subject to the 

operating regulations and vehicle standards set forth in 43 CFR 8341 and 8342, and may require 

additional management actions, such as routine maintenance and improvement. This category of 

routes would also allow all modes of non-motorized transportation and non-mechanized 

transportation, such as hiking and horseback riding.  It also includes the use of E-bikes. 

 

Limited Route Categories: 

¶ Limited Non-Motorized would allow all modes of non-motorized and mechanized travel, such as 

hiking, horseback riding, and bicycles. 

¶ Limited Hiking routes would allow pedestrian, foot-travel only. 

¶ Limited to Administrative and Authorized Use:  official use by BLM employees and agency 

representatives during the course of their duties.  Access is for motorized use by BLM, 

permittees, private property owners with authorized use, and other uses as approved by the 

Authorized Officer. Non-mechanized travel, such as hiking and horseback riding, would be 

permitted unless otherwise specified.  See Section 2.1.5 for a detailed description of 

Administrative Use and Authorized Use. 

 

Closed Route Categories: 

¶ Closed/Decommissioned routes would not allow use of OHVs or non-motorized transportation. 

Routes designated for closure would no longer be considered a part of the route network within 

Horsethief Mesa. Route closures are discussed in more detail in Section 2.1.4 of this EA. 

¶ Closed/Decommissioned (To Be Rerouted) routes would be closed due to a variety of reasons, 

such as resource impact or route redundancy. These routes would be replaced by a proposed 

reroute that mitigates impacts or avoids conflicts of use or resources. 

2.1.3 Minor Realignments 

Each of the action alternatives could include minor route adjustments to avoid sensitive areas or mitigate 

resource issues such as erosion if impacts are identified in the future. Minor realignments of the route 

network would be considered maintenance actions under the TMP, consistent with the BLM NEPA 

Handbook (BLM 2008a).  

2.1.4 Route Closures 

The BLM strategy for restoring closed/decommissioned or unauthorized travel routes would be 

accomplished as time and funding permit.  Communication of route closures and methods for restoration 

of closed routes are discussed in more detail in the TMP.  Generally, these methods include: 

 

¶ Signs installed throughout the Horsethief Mesa area to mark authorized routes and uses, closures 

and to post other regulations. 

¶ Physical barriers or obstructions, such as gates, fencing, or scattered rocks, may be installed to 

discourage use of a closed route. 

¶ Camouflaging may be employed to disguise a closed route.  Techniques include screening with 

natural features and dead and downed vegetation. 

¶ Physical route closures including ripping, recontouring, and reseeding may be utilized to control 

erosion or prevent continued use of a closed route. 
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¶ Passive restoration, which includes reseeding, camouflaging, and other non-mechanized methods, 

may be implemented and could incorporate natural features to close the route to motorized and 

mechanized uses.  

 

Per 43 CFR 8341.2 (a), if it is determined that OHVs are causing, or would cause, considerable adverse 

effects to resources along a route, the affected area would be immediately closed to the type(s) of OHVs 

causing the adverse effects until the effects are eliminated and measures are implemented to prevent 

recurrence. These temporary closures would not prevent designation of the route in accordance with 43 

CFR 8342. These areas would not be opened to the type(s) of OHVs for which they were closed unless 

the Authorized Officer determines that the adverse effects have been eliminated and measures have been 

implemented to prevent recurrence.  

2.1.5 Authorizations 

Travel management route designations would not affect valid existing rights for permitted uses, including 

ROWs, County or State roads, fuelwood permits or current easements. Routes designated as limited to 

authorized and administrative use only are also subject to seasonal closures, vehicle size class restrictions, 

and ongoing monitoring.  Per Section 2.2.8 of the Taos RMP, emergency access will be allowed in all 

areas.  

 

Administrative Use, as described in BLM Manual 1626, includes the following authorized access:   

ñTravel related access for official use by BLM employees and agency representatives during the course of 

their duties.  Access is for resource management and administrative purposes and may include fire 

suppression, cadastral surveys, permit compliance, law enforcement, and resource monitoring or other 

access needed to administer BLM-managed lands or usesò (BLM  2016a).  The 2012 Taos RMP further 

describes authorized administrative access as vehicular access for rescue purposes, law enforcement, or 

firefighting; to provide reasonable access for permitted activities; for the exercise of valid existing rights 

(e.g., powerline infrastructure access); for restoration work required after a fire; or to remove unneeded 

structures such as fences (BLM 2012b).  

 

Authorized Use includes ñTravel related access for users authorized by the BLM or otherwise officially 

approved.  Access may include motorized access for permittees, lessees or other authorized users, along 

with approved access across BLM-administered public lands for other state and federal agenciesò (BLM  

2016a). 

 

Under each of the action alternatives, the BLM would continue to consider granting ROWs (to the extent 

consistent with the Presidential Proclamation that established the Monument).  Upon granting new 

ROWs, associated roads or vehicular access routes would automatically be incorporated into the TMP on 

a case-by-case basis following additional NEPA analysis. 

  

The BLM would collaborate with USFS to secure legal access to Horsethief Mesa through Carson 

National Forest.  The analysis of impacts from road use, parking, and motorized trails on National Forest 

System lands is included in this EA and can be used by the USFS to make a future decision and authorize 

a road use agreement instrument for access on the Carson National Forest.  USFS would prepare a road 

use agreement instrument for the access road(s) as part of that collaboration.  

2.1.6 Electric Bikes (e-Bikes) 

Secretarial Order (S.O.) 3376 was released on August 29, 2019.  The Order instructed all Department of 

the Interior (DOI) agencies to develop a proposed rule to revise 43 CFR 8340.0-5.  A final rule was 

adopted on December 2, 2020. Where certain criteria are met and an authorized officer has expressly 

determined, this rule allows authorized officers discretion to issue a decision to exclude e-bikes from the 

definition of OHVs or motorized vehicles and to treat them the same as regular bike when these changes 
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have been evaluated in compliance with NEPA.  S.O. 3376 and the final rule do not supersede existing 

laws and regulations, including the Presidential Proclamation that established Rio Grande del Norte 

National Monument.  Since implementation is to be consistent with governing laws and regulations, the 

BLM is considering e-bikes only on OHV Open routes, which are routes open to motorized vehicles and 

all other uses.  Use of e-bikes would be prohibited on routes limited to non-motorized or mechanized use.  

Restrictions to cross-country travel continue to apply to e-bike use. 

2.1.7 Cultural Resources 

The BLM has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on a phased cultural 

resources inventory strategy to fulfill the process required by Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act (NHPA). The nature and extent of this consultation is defined in the 2014 State Protocol 

Agreement between the New Mexico BLM and the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer 

(SHPO), which was developed in close consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties. 

 

A cultural sensitivity model was developed during the 2017 Route Evaluation process and may be useful 

in identifying additional survey work in consultation with the SHPO.  Fourteen miles of existing routes 

have been inventoried for cultural resources to date. Prior to implementation of new routes or the 

designation of existing routes as open or limited, the areas of potential effect (APEs) will be subject to 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA; 54 U.S.C. §306108) and its 

implementing regulations (36 CFR 800).  The alignment, length, and numbers of proposed routes are 

subject to change, depending on the outcome of additional surveys and consultation for impacts to 

sensitive resources. Construction and implementation of new routes would be completed as part of a 

subsequent decision-making process based on this EA or, if necessary, additional, supplemental analysis. 

2.1.8 Seasonal and Spatial Wildlife Restrictions 

Seasonal and spatial restrictions to protect wildlife species, special status species, and important habitats 

would occur under each of the action alternatives.  Surveys would be conducted prior to any new surface 

disturbances (not previously surveyed) to determine the presence of BLM Sensitive Plant species and 

nesting migratory birds if disturbance occurs during the primary nesting season of May 1 through July 31. 

 

These restrictions would apply to construction, maintenance, and surface disturbing activities in 

Horsethief Mesa. Table 2.1-1 presents these restrictions and the locations where they would apply. (Also 

see Table 3.7-5 for a full list of raptor species.) 

Table 2.1-1 Seasonal and Spatial Restrictions Under the Action Alternatives1 

Species Habitat  Seasonal/Spatial 

Restriction 

Location 

Big-game  Critical Winter Habitat January 1 to April 30 Throughout most of 

Horsethief Mesa. 

Golden eagle Nesting sites January 1 ï August 31; 

.5-mile buffer 

Along Rio Grande gorge 

rim 

Migratory birds All communities May1 through July 31 Throughout Horsethief 

Mesa 

Ripleyôs milkvetch Sagebrush, pinyon-juniper woodland, 

and Gambel oak thickets in ponderosa 

pine forests; 7,000-8,250 feet in 

elevation 

No new routes within 50 

feet of actively growing 

plants. 

Areas with actively 

growing plants 
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Species Habitat  Seasonal/Spatial 

Restriction 

Location 

Spellenbergôs 

springparsley 

Basalt boulders that cover much of the 

Taos Plateau and form caprock along 

canyons rims, soils derived from 

metamorphic rock or in sandy draws, 

and open piñon-juniper woodland or 

Douglas fir-ponderosa pine forest at 

elevations of 6,200-8,800 ft. 

No new routes within 50 

feet of actively growing 

plants. 

Areas with actively 

growing plants 

 

Clipped wild 

buckwheat  

Sandy or gypseous limestone ridges 

and edges of mesas, such as the Rio 

Grande Gorge, in piñon-juniper 

woodlands at elevations of 6,820-7,540 

ft. 

No new routes within 50 

feet of actively growing 

plants. 

Areas with actively 

growing plants 

 

Gunnisonôs prairie 

dog 

Grassland Long duration activities 

will not be allowed 

within 0.25 mile from 

(February 15 ï June15). 

Short duration activities 

will be limited to the 

spatial buffer zone 

outside of the boundary 

of the occupied prairie 

dog colony and will not 

occur within the 

occupied colony 

between April 1 and 

September 15. 

Potential prairie dog 

habitat within Horsethief 

Mesa 

1 Scientific names are provided in Chapter 3. 

2.1.9 Design Features 

Seasonal limitations for the protection of critical big game breeding and winter range: 

 

¶ The BLM would not encourage, promote, or enhance use of the area January 1 through April 30.  

Roads would not be plowed or maintained by the BLM, and vault toilets and campsites would be 

closed.    

¶ Special recreation permits (SRPs) for large groups or events would not be permitted January 1 

through April 30. 

¶ No surface disturbing activities, including the construction or maintenance of roads, trails, or 

parking surfaces would occur January 1 ï April 30.  For administrative purposes, an exception 

may be made to trail maintenance activities involving hand tools. 

 

Seasonal and spatial restrictions and protocol for the protection of migratory birds, raptors, and 

BLM Sensitive Species: 

 

¶ Any surface disturbing activity during the primary nesting season of May 1 through July 31, 

including trail maintenance with hand tools and proposed special events, would require prior 

coordination with the BLM wildlife biologist.   

¶ For active Golden Eagle nests along the rim of 0.5-1.0 (January 1 ï August 31): 

o No trail construction. 

o Special recreation permits (SRPs) for large groups or events would not be permitted for 

use of the area January 1 through August 31. 

¶ For all other raptor species, see Section 3.7.5.  



BLM Horsethief Mesa Travel Management Plan December 2021 

Environmental Assessment 2-19 

¶ Presence-absence surveys would be required prior to any new trail construction:   

o Long duration activities will not be allowed within 0.25 mile from (February 15 ï 

June15). Short duration activities will be limited to the spatial buffer zone outside of the 

boundary of the occupied prairie dog colony and will not occur within the occupied 

colony between April 1 and September 15. 

o Areas with actively growing milkweed/host plants for the Monarch butterfly would be 

avoided by a 50-foot buffer. 

o If habitat for Ripleyôs milkvetch, Taos springparsley, or clipped wild buckwheat is found 

during pre-construction surveys, no new routes within a 50-foot buffers of actively 

growing plants. 

 

Trail construction guidelines:  The following basic guidelines should be used to avoid soil loss, erosion, 

and damage to the trail tread surface:  

 

¶ Overall trail grade should be less than half the side slope to keep water from running down the 

trail.  Average grade or running slope should be 10 percent or less.   

¶ Avoid maximum grades over 15-20 percent for more than 10 feet in length.   

¶ Incorporate grade reversals on climbs to keep water off the trail.   

¶ Use a 3-5 percent cross slope on tread surface. 

 

Prescriptions for Tree Retention and Removal during Trail Constructio n and Maintenance: 

 

PRESCRIPTION for Tree Retention: 

¶ Trails should avoid construction within 24ò of tree limbs and rerouted accordingly, in order to 

allow tree growing room over time and to plan for good visibility and safety for trail users. 

¶ Trail locations would avoid trees over 16ò dbh/drc and should retain trees less than 16ò dbh/drc, 

unless visibly declining in health.   

¶ No limbing of trees in initial trail construction.  (Limbing makes trees more vulnerable to pest 

infestation.)  If trees are present on a proposed trail route and the trail cannot be rerouted due to 

slope retention avoidance, the trees < 16ò dbh/drc should be removed entirely. 

¶ Larger diameter trees (Piñon/Juniper) would be given leave preference over smaller diameter 

trees of the same species. 

¶ No standing dead trees over 16ò would be cut, in order to boost snag recruitment. 

¶ No deciduous (non-coniferous), non-invasive trees would be removed. 

 

PRESCRIPTION for Tree Removal, where needed:  

¶ All stumps would be cut flush, within three inches of the ground. The only exception to this is if 

cutting the stump that close to the ground would damage the chainsaw; then cut stump as low and 

flat as possible. 

¶ All thinned trees would be limbed and the heavy fuels (greater than 3 inches in diameter) would 

be bucked up to a maximum of six-foot sections, may be removed from the recreational area and 

would be made available for public fuelwood permit and harvest. 

 

INSPECTION AND MEASUREMENT 

¶ Inspections would be conducted by BLM Taos Forester to ensure stump height requirement is 

met and that heavy fuels have been removed from the site. 

 

Limitations on Camping: 

¶ No dispersed camping within ¼ mile of the trailhead parking and developed camping areas. 

¶ Camping is restricted to 7 days or less. 
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¶ No dispersed camping or camping within developed campsites between January 1 and April 1. 
 

General: 

¶ Horsethief Mesa would continue to be available for hiking off trail except where an area is 

otherwise signed (e.g., to prevent soil erosion, disturbance to cryptobiotic soils, or to allow for 

rehabilitation). 
¶ Mechanized travel (i.e., use of bicycles) is limited to routes where OHV use is allowed and to 

trails specifically designated for mechanized use.  
¶ The BLM requires the use of certified weed-free straw and hay on all public lands, and cleaning 

out of horse trailers is not permitted. 

 

2.2 Alternative Compari son 

Tables 2.2-1 and 2.2-2 provide an overview and comparison of route designations across alternatives. 

Alternatives are presented separately in the following sections.  

Table 2.2-1 Open and Limited Route Designations by Alternative (Miles) 

Designation Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

OHV Open 29.43 0.0 6.98 11.44 6.34 

Limited Non-Motorized 0.0 11.62 12.50 12.45 11.35 

Limited to Hiking  0.0 0.14 0.30 0.3 0.30 

Limited to Administrative and 

Authorized Users 

0.0 1.65 1.09 1.84 1.80 

Proposed (OHV Open) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 

Proposed  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.93 

Proposed Reroute  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.98 

Total  29.43 13.41 20.87 26.03 35.95 

Table 2.2-2 Closed Routes by Alternative (Miles) 
Designation Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 16.02 8.56 3.40 8.1 

Closed/Decommissioned 

(To Be Rerouted) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.55 

Total 0.0 16.02 8.56 3.40 9.65 

2.3 Alternative A ï No Action 

The No Action Alternative represents the existing route inventory. Alternative A would maintain existing 

conditions and management of the inventoried network and continue the current balance of use and 

resource development. It serves as the baseline of the existing, unmanaged environment where impacts 

from motorized and non-motorized travel are unchecked and often unacceptable. Some routes are 

duplicate, not well-suited to the topography, and have caused major erosion. 

  

Alternative A maintains existing access and use patterns and offers minimal restrictions on use type. This 

is the least restrictive alternative. No new routes, improvements, or closures would occur under this 

alternative. The 29.43 miles evaluated as a part of this alternative would remain open to all modes of 

travel.  No trailheads would be developed to address a lack of legal access or parking.  Figure 2.3-1 
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presents an overview of Alternative A.  Existing route mileages for Alternative A are shown in Tables 

2.2-1 and 2.2-2. 

2.4 Alternative B (Resource Protection) 

Alternative B would provide the greatest extent of resource protection, allowing only non-motorized route 

use. This alternative would protect sensitive vegetation and wildlife habitats, minimize fragmentation, and 

would maximize protection of known cultural sites. There would be no OHV use allowed under this 

alternative.  No new routes are proposed under Alternative B, however a trailhead parking area would be 

developed (Option 1 or Option 2) to provide public access to Horsethief Mesa.  Figure 2.4-1 presents an 

overview of Alternative B. Tables 2.4-1 and 2.4-2 present the mileage of each type of route designation 

under Alternative B.  

  

Alternative B would decrease route density by closing 16.02 miles.  Additionally, 1.65 miles of routes 

would be designated Limited to Administrative and Authorized Use.  11.62 miles of the Horsethief Mesa 

Trail single-track loop identified in the 2012 Taos RMP would be designated Limited Non-Motorized.    

No new routes or reroutes would be considered under this alternative.  However, the existing climber 

access route is incorporated as .14 miles of Limited Hiking. 

 

Table 2.4-1 Open and Limited Route Designations under Alternative B 

Designation Miles Percent of Total 

OHV Open 0.0 0 

Limited Non-Motorized 11.62 87 

Limited Hiking  0.14 1 

Limited to Administrative and Authorized Users 1.65 12 

Total 13.41 100 

Table 2.4-2 Closed Routes by Alternative (Miles) 
Designation Miles Percent of Total 

Closed/Decommissioned 16.02 100 

Closed/Decommissioned 

(To Be Rerouted) 
0.0 0 

Total 16.02 100 
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2.5 Alternative C ï Balanced  

Alternative C would provide a system that maintains recreation and access balanced with resource 

protection, restoration, and enhancement. Alternative C would reduce route redundancy and habitat 

fragmentation, as well as offer additional protection to sensitive resources.  Recreation opportunities 

would be improved by providing a more efficient route network. Figure 2.5-1 presents an overview of 

Alternative C. Tables 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 presents the mileage of each type of route designation under 

Alternative C. 

 

Alternative C would decrease route density through the closure of 8.56 miles of routes.  Alternative C 

would designate 6.98 miles as OHV Openðopen to all modes of travel including motorized vehicles and 

e-bikes, hiking, horseback, and biking.  Mileage designated as Limited Hiking would be .30 miles, which 

would include climbing access to the southern rim.  Alternative C would limit 1.09 miles to Limited to 

Administrative and Authorized User.      

 

There are no proposed routes under Alternative C, however Trailhead Option 1 or Option 2 would be 

developed to provide public access to Horsethief Mesa. 

  

Table 2.5-1 Open and Limited Route Designations under Alternative C 

Designation Miles Percent of Total 

OHV Open 6.98 33 

Limited Non-Motorized  12.50 60 

Limited Hiking  0.30 1 

Limited to Administrative Use 1.09 5 

Total  20.87 100 

Table 2.5-2 Closed Routes under Alternative C 
Designation Miles Percent of Total 

Closed/Decommissioned 8.56 100 

Closed/Decommissioned 

(To Be Rerouted) 
0.0 0 

Total 8.56 100 

2.6 Alternative D ï Access 

Alternative D proposes a route network that emphasizes access and use of resources and services. This 

alternative maximizes motorized opportunities and public access to the existing transportation system and 

provides minimal restrictions on type of route use. Figure 2.6-1 presents an overview of Alternative D. 

Tables 2.6-1 and 2.6-2 present the mileage of each type of route designation under Alternative D. 

 

Alternative D would designate 11.44 miles as OHV Openðopen to all modes of travel including 

motorized vehicles and e-bikes, hiking, horseback, and biking.  Approximately 1.84 miles of routes would 

be Limited to Administrative and Authorized User, and 3.40 miles of routes would be closed.  Non-

mechanized use, such as hiking and horseback riding, would be allowed anywhere on the designated 

Horsethief Mesa route network, except horseback riding is excluded from trails designated as Limited 

Hiking.  Mechanized use, mountain biking, would be allowed on all routes designated as Limited Non-

Motorized and OHV Open.  No new routes are proposed under Alternative D, however Trailhead Option 

1 or Option 2 would be developed to provide public access to Horsethief Mesa. 
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Table 2.6-1 Open and Limited Route Designations under Alternative D 
Designation Miles Percent of Total 

OHV Open 11.44 43 

Limited Non-Motorized 12.45 48 

Limited Hiking  0.30 1 

Limited to Administrative and Authorized Users 1.84 7 

Total  26.03 100 

Table 2.6-2 Closed Routes under Alternative D 
Designation Miles Percent of Total 

Closed/Decommissioned 3.40 100 

Closed/Decommissioned 

(To Be Rerouted) 
0.0 0 

Total 3.40 100 

2.7 Alternative E ï Expanded Route Network 

In October 2019, the Enchanted Circle Trails Association submitted an Inventory and Conceptual Trails 

Plan (2019) that merged the existing Horsethief Mesa route network with the proposed recreational trails. 

In cooperation with other local user groups, this proposal made recommendations for route designations 

based on the collaborative BLM and International Mountain Bicycling Association (IMBA) document, 

Guidelines for a Quality Trail Experience (IMBA 2016).  Figure 2.7-1 presents an overview of 

Alternative E. Tables 2.7-1 and 2.7-2 present the route designation mileages under Alternative E. 

 

The BLM evaluated the routes proposed in the Inventory and Conceptual Trails Plan (2019) as 

Alternative E.  This alternative would incorporate the route designation decisions from Alternative C and 

would designate proposed routes using the same management framework.  

 

Alternative E would designate 6.34 miles as OHV Openðopen to all modes of travel including motorized 

vehicles and e-bikes, hiking, horseback, and biking. The 13.93 miles of new routes would be designated 

Limited Non-Motorized.    An additional 2.0 miles of reroutes that are not included in Alternative C 

would address current impacts to sensitive resources, including big game winter range, raptors, and 

cultural resources while improving traffic flow.  Out of the 9.65 total miles of routes that would be closed 

in this alternative, 1.55 miles would be closed and decommissioned when the additional 2 miles of 

reroutes has been completed. Under this alternative, a trailhead parking area would also be developed 

(Option 1 or Option 2) to provide public access to Horsethief Mesa.  Approximately 0.2 miles of new 

route would be constructed to access Option 2, if this option is developed in the future, and would be 

designated as OHV Open.   
  
 Table 2.7-1 Open and Limited Route Designations under Alternative E 

Designation Miles Percent of Total 

OHV Open 6.34 18 

Limited Non-Motorized  11.35 32 

Limited Hiking  0.30 <1 

Limited to Administrative and Authorized Users 1.80 5 

Proposed  

(OHV Open) 

0.25 <1 

Proposed  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

13.93 39 
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Designation Miles Percent of Total 

Proposed Reroute  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

1.98 6 

Total  35.95 100 

Table 2.7-2 Closed Routes under Alternative E 

Designation Miles Percent of Total 

Closed/Decommissioned 8.10 84 

Closed/Decommissioned 

(To Be Rerouted) 

1.55 16 

Total 9.65 100 

2.8 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed 

Numerous route designation strategies were considered as possible alternatives for the establishment of a 

route network within Horsethief Mesa. The four action alternatives were developed through this process, 

but other alternative variations on route designations were also considered and eliminated. Through the 

route evaluation process, the BLM dismissed approximately 6.3 miles of proposed routes from further 

consideration due to their proximity to the rim of the gorge or because of their potential impact on 

resources and route density within Horsethief Mesa.  Existing route density within Horsethief Mesa is 

approximately 9.14 miles of route per square mile (mi/mi2).  Under Alternative E, the route density would 

increase to approximately 11.16 mi/mi2.  The original 6.3 miles of proposed routes not carried forward for 

consideration in this EA would have accounted for an additional 2.0 mi/mi2 within Horsethief Mesa.  

 

Routes not carried forward for analysis in this EA are shown in Figure 2.8-1.  Table 2.8-1 provides a 

rationale for the dismissal of each of the proposed routes.   

 

Table 2.8-1 Routes Considered but eliminated from Alternative E 

Route Rationale for Dismissal 

.16P, 

.18P, 

.23P, 

.39P, 

.40P, 

.47P 

.53P, 

.57P 

Eight routes were proposed along the rim of the Rio Grande gorge, which is a Congressionally 

designated Wild and Scenic River corridor.  The designation extends a quarter mile each side 

from the centerline of the river.  In the Horsethief Mesa area, the designated river corridor 

extends beyond the rim of the gorge where the proposed routes are located.  Since this 

segment of the river corridor is classified as wildðdue to its primitive, substantially 

undeveloped characterðthe BLM has determined that the development of new trail segments 

would be incompatible with the classification.  The wild corridor, where scenic quality is 

identified as an ñoutstandingly remarkable valueò contributing to the riverôs designation, is 

also afforded protection as a visual resource management (VRM) class I area, where the BLM 

is to preclude new, intrusive visual contrasts in the landscape. 

 

The rim area also serves as important Bighorn sheep habitat where a stacked trail system 

would substantially fragment habitat and disturb Bighorn sheep, including potentially during 

their lambing season.  The rim and escarpment area also serves as important, suitable nesting 

habitat for Golden eagles and other raptors, the latter of which are known to nest within this 

corridor segment. 

 

.19P, 

.51P 

 

These segments are dismissed to avoid an increase in conflict with recreational target shooting 

activities, public safety being the chief concern.  If  developed, the segments would pass 

through an area where target shooting commonly occurs, potentially crossing through the line 

of fire of shooters.   
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.21P This route is a connector, creating a shortcut trail in a unique wide drainage that is part of the 

big game winter range between 0.48P and 257 and 227.  Loop and intermediate flowy 

downhills opportunities would continue to exist on Horsethief Mesa and on local trail 

systems.  Dismissing .21P decreases the route density in big game winter range that 

provides hiding cover to minimize human-wildlife interactions as big game species disperse 

through the project area.  The BLM is attempting to avoid additional habitat fragmentation 

in this drainage where vegetation provides important thermal cover during the winter 

months.  The route location is also within in the Severe Erosion Hazard area where soils are 

highly erodible.  

 

.28P, 

.33P, 

.49P 

These proposed segments are within one of the major drainages on Horsethief Mesa within 

big game winter range.  The drainage and vegetation provide important hiding and thermal 

cover as big game species disperse through the area.  Dismissing these proposes segments, 

would preserve some unfragmented habitat needed for hiding cover to minimize human-

wildlife interactions and thermal cover within big game winter range.  Their dismissal further 

prevents habitat fragmentation and helps to provide some habitat connectivity between Carson 

National Forest on the east side of Horsethief Mesa to and through the gorge to the west 

rim.  Dismissing these segments would also protect erosive soils, prevents disturbance from 

recreation use and the creation of ñbuilt featuresò within a wash and drainage.     

 

.32P, 

.37P, 

.46P, 

.47P 

These proposed segments are within critical big game winter range.  Dismissing these routes 

would preserve some unfragmented habitat needed for hiding cover to minimize 

human/wildlife interactions and thermal cover within big game winter range, complementary 

to the dismissal of routes .28P, .33P, and .49P.  Their dismissal further prevents habitat 

fragmentation and helps to provide some habitat connectivity between Carson National Forest 

on the east side of Horsethief Mesa to and through the gorge to the west rim.  Dismissing 

these segments would also protect erosive soils.   

 

.58P This proposed route would dissect a large block of largely unfragmented land on Horsethief 

Mesa within big-game winter range.  Dismissing .58P would also keep route density lower in 

this important habitat, which provides for some habitat connectivity as well as provide hiding 

cover to minimize human-wildlife interactions.  Dismissing this segment would also protect 

moderately erosive soils and prevent their disturbance within the drainage.  Though just 

outside the Wild and Scenic River corridor, routes in closer proximity to the rim have greater 

impacts on nesting raptors and big horn sheep.  In addition, this connector trail was 

intentionally proposed on the south side of the hill by design to provide more feasible year-

round access to the rim from the parking area.  However, providing year-round use or use 

much earlier in the year would cause much greater disturbance and intrusion to big game 

species during the winter season within this critical winter range habitat. 

 

 

2.8.1 R.S. 2477 

A TMP is not intended to provide evidence, bearing on, or address the validity of any Revised Statute 

(R.S.) 2477 assertions. R.S. 2477 rights are determined through a process that is entirely independent of 

the BLM's travel management planning process. Consequently, this TMP did not take into consideration 

R.S. 2477 evidence. The BLM bases travel management planning on purpose and need related to resource 

uses and associated access to public lands and waters given consideration to the relevant resources. At 

such time as a decision is made on R.S. 2477 assertions, the BLM will adjust its travel routes accordingly. 
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The BLM will continue to consider granting ROWs for or including vehicular use. These ROWs would 

be processed and evaluated under NEPA and be subject to any requirements stemming from said 

evaluation. Upon granting of ROWs including roads or vehicular ways, these would automatically be 

incorporated into this TMP on a case-by-case basis.  

 

 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  

This chapter includes a description of the affected environment of Horsethief Mesa and provides analysis 

of impacts (environmental consequences) that would result from implementation of the No Action and 

Action Alternatives (Chapter 2). An environmental impact or consequence is a modification or change to 

the existing environment resulting from an action. Impacts can be direct, indirect, short-term, long-term, 

or permanent. Definitions of these impact classifications are included in the glossary under ñImpacts 

(Common Terms).ò  Affected environment issues are stated as questions for each resource and resource 

use. Unless otherwise specified, the analysis area is defined as area within the Horsethief Mesa 

boundaries (Figure 2.3-1).  

 

In many cases, impacts are analyzed qualitatively; quantitative impacts are evaluated when possible. The 

evaluation focuses on direct and indirect effects (impacts) on specific resources and resource uses where 

they occur, and cumulative impacts when applicable. Data for the existing route network was collected by 

seasonal employees for the TAFO. Additional Geographic Information System (GIS) databases were used 

for mapping, describing relevant resources, and calculating mileages and acreages. 

 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative effects are direct and indirect incremental effects from implementation of the proposed 

changes and projects under each of the alternatives, when added to other past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions (RFFAs)(40 CFR Part 1508.7).  Past activities are effects that are still present 

on the landscape, as described under the no action alternative.  Future activities are those RFFAs that may 

add to cumulative and social effects on the environment.  RFFAs for the Horsethief Mesa area include: 

 

¶ Completion of a Monument Plan for Rio Grande del Norte National Monument 

¶ Ongoing permitted dead and down fuelwood gathering and pinyon nut collection. 

¶ Hazardous fuelwood reduction in the next 10 to 15 years. 

¶ Integrated weed management. 

¶ Development and incorporation of the Rio Grande Trail connectors to the John Dunn Bridge at 

the southern portion of Horsethief Mesa and at the Carson National Forest boundary at the 

northern portion of Horsethief Mesa as described in the 2018 Rio Grande Trail programmatic EA. 

¶ Future permitted recreational events. 

 

3.1 Resource Issue 1 - Cultural Resources 

Issue: How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of non-motorized 

routes through implementation of the TMP impact cultural resources and their management? How would 

reasonable and potentially increased public access and recreation impact cultural resources? 

3.1.1 Affected Environment 

Cultural resources are defined as specific locations over 50 years in age of human activity, occupation, or 

traditional use identifiable through field inventory, historical documentation, or oral evidence. Cultural 

resources include archaeological, historic, and architectural sites and structures, artifacts, as well as places 

with traditional cultural or religious importance within a social or cultural group. Relevant laws, 
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ordinances, policies, regulations and agreements other than NEPA include the Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 

USC §§ 431ï433); National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (54 U.S.C. §§ 

300101-307108); Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC §§ 470aaï470mm); and the 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC §§ 3001ï3013 

Relevant direction for considering the effects of the proposed travel network on cultural resources is 

provided by Sections 106 and 110 of NHPA, Executive Order 13287, and the Protocol Agreement 

between BLM New Mexico and the State Historic Preservation Office (BLM 2012). BLM Manuals 

8100ï8170 and the Taos RMP (BLM 2012) provide further guidance and policy direction on the 

identification, evaluation, management, and protection of cultural resources, as well as tribal consultation. 

New roads or other ground disturbing activities proposed within Horsethief Mesa are subject to cultural 

resources inventory and evaluation under Section 106 of the NHPA. 

 

The NHPA, along with other legislation, requires Federal agencies to consider the effects of an 

undertaking on historic properties and established the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The 

implementing regulations (36 CFR 800) of the NHPA define historic properties as ñéany prehistoric or 

historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in the National 

Register of Historic Places.ò Historic properties also include properties of traditional religious or cultural 

importance to Native Americans. 

 

The Horsethief Mesa area has been subject to seven previous inventories, including a recent inventory of 

roads within Horsethief Mesa by BLM contractors (Lewandowski et al. 2020). Collectively, these 

inventories have covered less than ten percent of the Horsethief Mesa area acreage. These investigations 

have recorded 26 archaeological sites (10 historic, 11 prehistoric, 5 multicomponent ï prehistoric/historic) 

and 52 isolated finds. These inventories indicate a very high site and isolate density in the Horsethief 

Mesa area, suggesting heavy seasonal occupation during the prehistoric and historic periods. Recorded 

site types include prehistoric artifact scatters, artifact scatters with features, and petroglyphs. Historic sites 

include artifact scatters, artifact scatters with features, telephone and transmission lines, and roads.  The 

ages of most of the prehistoric sites are unknown. Prehistoric sites with datable artifacts and features were 

likely in use during the Archaic and Developmental through the Classic Periods and into the Late 

Prehistoric Period. The historic sites appear to be confined to the Territorial and American periods. 

Of the 26 recorded sites in the Horsethief Mesa area, 8 have been determined eligible for listing in the 

NRHP and 16 have been determined not eligible. Two petroglyph sites are considered unevaluated for 

listing in the NRHP due to the antiquity of their recording but are considered potentially eligible.  

3.1.2 Environmental Impacts 

The 2014 State Protocol Agreement between the BLM and the New Mexico SHPO for implementing the 

NHPA outlines the Section 106 compliance process for Federal undertakings such as the development of 

Travel Management Plans.  

 

Public access to cultural resources can present a range of potential impacts, including direct disturbance, 

such as artifacts and/or features being driven over contributing to erosion and the destruction of sites in 

road cuts, parking areas, and vehicle pull-off/turnaround areas; artifact collection and looting by visitors; 

inadvertent damage to sites resulting from off-road driving; and visual, audible, and atmospheric effects 

that may diminish the integrity of setting or feeling. Higher levels of vehicular traffic tend to pose greater 

risks to cultural resources.  Potential impacts to known cultural sites were considered for each route 

during the route evaluation when BLM developed recommendations for designating routes as open, 

limited, or closed and the types of use to authorize.  Individual route reports included in the 

Administrative Record for this EA indicate whether the presence of cultural resources directly contributed 

to a certain designation.  
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To assess impacts to cultural resources, Tables 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 present the miles of designated routes for 

the alternatives that intersect or lie within 100 feet of previously recorded cultural resources. The route 

evaluation prioritized routes that intersect or lead to sensitive cultural sites within a 300-foot buffer. The 

100-foot buffer used for the environmental analysis provides a basis for comparison of alternatives.  

Routes limited or closed by the action alternatives would be signed, and closed routes may be barricaded 

and passively restored. This would give BLM the ability to better manage and enforce route closures. 

Although route limitations and closures lower the potential for damage to cultural sites, the risks to 

cultural resources caused by vehicular traffic and illegal collecting would remain under all alternatives to 

differing degrees. 

 

Prior to implementation of new routes or the designation of existing routes as open or limited, the area of 

potential effect would be subject to Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966 (NHPA; 54 U.S.C. §306108) and 

its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800). NRHP-eligible sites (historic properties) discovered along 

routes during future surveys after designation of an official route network, may warrant additional 

closures or other measures to avoid adverse effects to historic properties. 

 

Development of either trailhead Option 1 or Option 2 would impact cultural resources within Horsethief 

Mesa similarly across all action alternatives. Option 1 would be located within an existing clearing on the 

landscape and Option 2 would be located within a previously disturbed area. Best management practices 

that concentrate users within the footprint of the trailheads, such as fencing or vehicle barriers, would 

decrease potential for off-site travel and may help to protect cultural resources, both known and 

undiscovered. Potential impacts from construction of the trailhead options would be temporary and 

limited to the trailhead area. Best management practices would be employed during construction to 

reduce construction-related impacts. Development of trailhead options would be subject to additional 

cultural surveys, consultation with the SHPO, and construction could require site-specific analysis under 

NEPA. 

 

No known cultural sites are within 100 feet of trailhead Option 1. However, two sites that have been 

recommended eligible for protection under the NRHP are within approximately 100 meters of the 

proposed trailhead location (Lewandowski et al. 2020). These are field recommendations and the SHPO 

has not yet made a determination on site eligibility. This trailhead option would require additional 

widening and maintenance of access routes to support public use. Trailhead Option 2 would be within 100 

feet of one known cultural site, though the site has been determined ineligible for protection under the 

NRHP. This trailhead option would necessitate the construction of a new route to support public use. 

Additional surveys would be completed prior to construction of either trailhead option, which would 

contribute to a decision by BLM as to which option would be implemented. 

3.1.2.1 Impacts of Alternative A (No Action) 

A total of one mile of open routes currently exists under Alternative A that cross within the 100-foot 

buffer for cultural resources, the most of all alternatives. Under Alternative A, all routes would remain as 

they currently exist without regard to possible conflicts with cultural resources. This alternative would 

have no benefit to cultural resources because no routes would be closed or limited to protect cultural 

resources, and user-proliferated routes would remain accessible. Monitoring and enforcement of routes is 

limited under current management. Cultural sites would continue to be impacted at current or increasing 

levels by the ongoing use of existing routes (i.e., through erosion of motorized routes) located on or in 

proximity to known cultural sites, as well as those yet to be identified.  

3.1.2.2 Impacts of Alternative B (Resource Protection) 

Under Alternative B, 0.5 mile of limited designated routes would cross within the 100-foot buffer for 

cultural sites, none of which would allow motorized use (Tables 3.1-1 and 3.1-2). Increased monitoring 

and enforcement of the route network would contribute protection of the cultural sites located along these 
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miles of open routes. Mitigation measures would be incorporated as needed to ensure the protection of the 

cultural sites along these open routes. Access to known and undiscovered cultural sites would be minimal 

under this alternative, largely due to the amount of route closures and types of use that would be 

permitted in Horsethief Mesa. 

3.1.2.3 Impacts of Alternative C (Balanced) 

Alternative C would balance resource use and resource protection. Under Alternative C, 0.5 mile of open 

or limited routes would cross within the 100-foot buffer for cultural sites (Tables 3.1-1 and 3.1-2). 

Increased monitoring and enforcement of the route network would contribute to protection of the cultural 

sites located along these miles of open routes. Mitigation measures would be incorporated as needed to 

ensure the protection of the cultural sites along open routes. 

3.1.2.4 Impacts of Alternative D (Access) 

Under Alternative D, one mile of open and limited designated routes would cross within the 100-foot 

buffer for cultural sites (Tables 3.1-1 and 3.1-2). Increased monitoring and enforcement of the route 

network would contribute to protection of the cultural sites located along these miles of open routes. 

Mitigation measures would be incorporated as needed to ensure the protection of the cultural sites along 

these open routes. Compared to other action alternatives, this alternative would provide the most 

motorized access to areas where undiscovered cultural sites may exist. 

3.1.2.5 Impacts of Alternative E (Expanded Route Network) 

A total of 0.4 mile of new routes are proposed and 0.9 miles of existing routes would be designated 

that would cross within the 100-foot buffer for cultural resources. Construction of new routes would be 

subject to the compliance measures described above on a case-by-case basis. Re-routes to avoid cultural 

sites would be considered on some of the routes that cross in closer proximity to cultural sites. With the 

proposed 14.18 miles of new routes, which includes the 0.25 miles of routes associated with trailhead 

option 2, this alternative would increase access to areas where undiscovered cultural resources may exist. 

Additional site-specific survey and analysis would be required before construction of new routes could 

occur. Increased monitoring and enforcement of the route network would contribute to protection of the 

cultural sites located along existing and proposed routes. 

Table 3.1-1 Routes within 100 Feet of a Known Cultural Site by Alternative (Miles) 
Designation Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

OHV Open 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.2 

Limited Non-Motorized  0.0 0.5 0.3 0.6 0.7 

Limited Hiking  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Limited to Administrative 

and Authorized Users 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 

Proposed (OHV Open) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Proposed  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Proposed Reroute  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total1 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.3 

Source: Lewandowski et al. 2020 

Table 3.1-2 Closed Routes within 100 Feet of a Known Cultural Site by Alternative (Miles) 

Designation Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 0.5 0.2 <0.1 0.1 
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Designation Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

Closed/Decommissioned 

(To Be Rerouted) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total1 0.0 0.5 0.2 <0.1 0.1 

Source: Lewandowski et al. 2020 

3.1.2.6 Cumulative Impacts 

Past, present, and RFFAs would be monitored to assess impacts to cultural resources. The primary 

impacts to cultural resources have traditionally been due to route proliferation. Implementing the TMP is 

intended to reduce route proliferation and close routes that are redundant or that are dead-end and serve 

no purpose. All RFFAs would require inventories of cultural resources and any anticipated impacts would 

be reviewed at that time. Implementation of the TMP may contribute very little to cumulative impacts and 

may have beneficial effects to cultural resources. The addition of the future seasonal parking areas outside 

of Horsethief Mesa, identified in Section 2.1.1 of this EA, would increase public access to the area and to 

routes near cultural resources. 

3.2 Resource Issue 2 ï Recreation 

Issue: How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of non-motorized 

routes through implementation of the TMP impact various recreation opportunities, experiences, and 

public land access? 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 

Horsethief Mesa, situated south of the Carson National Forest and north of private lands, is routinely used 

by visitors from the surrounding communities as well as the neighboring landowners and visitors. It is 

also bounded by NM Highway 522 to the east and the Rio Grande Gorge to the west. Although the area 

has no facilities Horsethief Mesa provides a broad spectrum of outdoor recreation opportunities.  

 

Motorized routes are used to access the area for camping, hunting, wood gathering, target shooting, 

hiking, dog walking, trail running, mountain biking, and horseback riding, as well as to access larger 

contiguous areas of the Carson National Forest adjacent to and north of the planning unit. The Horsethief 

Trail is an 11 to 12-mile loop that is open year-round and provides opportunity for non-motorized 

activities such as mountain biking, hiking and horseback riding. This trail delivers intermediate mountain 

biking opportunities to the public.  

 

Local organizations, such as ECTA and the Taos Mountain Bike Association, have expressed interest in 

developing additional trail opportunities that yield targeted experience outcomes such as challenge and 

risk.  Many seek out trails that are located using natural features such as topographic contour and slope, 

rocks, ridges, drop offs and anchor points to create obstacles, interest and variety in difficulty level.  A 

corresponding objective of proper design and location is to avoid soil loss, habitat fragmentation, and 

damage to trail treadðsee Design Features for Trails under Section 2.1.9 of this EA. Another quality of 

trail planning and design that enhances the recreation experience is the incorporation of stacked loops 

which provide users a variety of experiences as well as choices in the length of a trip. 

 

New Mexico BLM-administered lands had more than 3.3 million visits. Total estimated visits within the 

Rio Grande del Norte National Monument in 2020 was 179,939. 2020 visitation within Taos Valley 

Overlook located within the Monument was 50,000 (Figure 3.2-1). 
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Figure 3.2-1 Visits to BLM -Administered Land in 2020 

 

Marketing of the Horsethief Mesa area has been by local groups and organizations, national biking 

associations, travel websites, and is known locally by word of mouth.  Local businesses provide 

information about the Horsethief Trail and various online trail applications as well as people using social 

media platforms post photos, maps and information about the existing single-track trails. 

 

Horsethief Mesa receives routine daily use in spring, summer and fall.  Although no traffic counters have 

been installed, observation of staff, local users and private property owners, indicates that Horsethief 

Mesa is becoming more popular. Visitors from Colorado, Utah, Arizona, California, Canada, Texas, 

Oklahoma and other parts of New Mexico have been observed in the area. 

 

The population across the U.S. increased by 7.4 percent (USCB 2020a) from 2010 to 2020.  The 

population of New Mexico increased by 2.8 percent during this time.  Taos County increased by 4.7 

percent, while many of the surrounding counties decreased.  (USCB 2020b, UNM 2020b).  

 

The Outdoor Industry Association tracks and produces reports that discuss outdoor recreation statistics 

across the country. The 2019 Outdoor Participation Report demonstrates a trend towards increased 

participation in recreation and number of annual outdoor outings per individual across the U.S., especially 

in youth and young adult demographics (OIA 2019). Trail-related activities such as road, mountain, and 

BMX biking; running, trail running, and hiking are among the most popular for recreation participants 

(OIA 2019). In New Mexico specifically, it is estimated that 65 percent of residents participate in outdoor 

recreation annually, and that they are ñmore likely to participate in camping and off-roading than the 

average Americanò (OIA 2017).   

 

Riding e-bikes is gaining in popularity among adaptive bicycle users, seniors, and youth. E-bikes 

demonstrate an advancement in technology that has the potential to increase access to recreation 

opportunities and areas. They may provide a new experience for some users who would otherwise not 

have the opportunity to participate. While e-bikes can be found in urban settings, development of e- bikes 

appropriate for mountain biking, has enabled some people to access more routes with dirt, rock, or gravel 

surfaces. 
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Although e-bikes have been observed on the TAFO trails, their use appears to be minimal in the area. 

Likewise, comments about e-bikes in public scoping were limited. However, a desire was expressed by 

members of the public for access on single-track trails. The Presidential Proclamation that established the 

Rio Grande del Norte National Monument precludes motorized trails within the monument. Therefore, e-

bikes are permitted to be used only on roads designated OHV open. 

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 

The public lands administered by the BLM provide opportunities for many of the recreation activities in 

Horsethief Mesa. Upon implementation of the TMP, all current recreation activities would still be allowed 

throughout Horsethief Mesa, with the exception of Al ternative B which would not provide OHV use 

designations and therefore eliminate motorized use of the area, except for administrative or authorized 

travel.  As outdoor recreation becomes more popular, recreation use and the resulting demand for 

developed recreation opportunities and experiences is expected to increase accordingly.  However, the 

BLM aims to provide a diversity of natural resource-based settings for the public to realize a variety of 

experiences and outcome benefits.  With exception to the proposed developments around trailheads, 

Horsethief Mesa would still be predominantly an undeveloped area, with disperse recreational 

opportunities, located away from urban areas. 

 

Routes designated as limited to non-motorized use would have a beneficial impact for those seeking a 

quiet and physically challenging experience. New single-track trail built for shared use may benefit users 

with additional trail miles, loop options, and trip length options.  Some trail segments that may be 

constructed using local or imported natural materials to provide play features, designed as gravity trails, 

or directional travel may not be appropriate for shared use.  

 

Legal public access to Horsethief Mesa via Option 1 or Option 2 proposed trailhead parking areas in the 

action alternatives may support a diversity of recreation and public uses in the area while resolving the 

lack of access and parking on the highway shoulder and private property. With improved access and 

trails, Horsethief Mesa would likely become a more popular destination, such as the Taos Valley 

Overlook, which could impact the quiet experience. However, users and use levels may potentially be 

spread between the two trail systems. Use would range from frequent, shorter trips to trips of longer 

duration where hikers, bikers and horseman put in more miles.    

 

Tables 2.2-1 and 2.2-2 present miles of route types by alternative.  

 

3.2.2.1 Impacts of Alternative A (No Action) 

Under Alternative A, all existing routes would remain without change in use or designation. Public access 

to the area would continue to be limited with unresolved parking issues along the highway and on private 

property.  OHV use would not be limited. Though the roughly 11.5-mile Horsethief Trial would continue 

to be maintained, without designation of existing routes throughout the area, management would continue 

to be minimal with limited signs and no user maps, as well as a lack of enforcement capability. This 

would likely lead to continued route proliferation. Therefore, this alternative would not improve the 

overall recreation setting or individual experience in Horsethief Mesa. 

3.2.2.2 Impacts of Alternative B (Resource Protection) 

Alternative B would close approximately 16.02 miles of routes. Motorized recreation access would be 

removed in the area because no routes would be designated as open to OHV use.  Non-motorized, 

mechanized travel would be limited to 11.62 miles of routes within Horsethief Mesa and .14 miles would 

be Limited Hiking for climber access.   
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3.2.2.3 Impacts of Alternative C (Balanced) 

Alternative C would designate approximately 6.98 miles as designated OHV Open. With 12.5 miles 

designated as limited to non-motorized, Alternative C would provide more recreational opportunity in 

Horsethief Mesa.  

 

Alternative C would provide a balanced system of routes for the long-term sustainable management of 

recreation and other resources. Open routes would be distributed throughout Horsethief Mesa to provide a 

complete network, including loops for motorized and mechanized recreation. The 8.56 miles of closed 

routes consist of redundant routes, lack connectivity, or adversely impact soil erosion or special status 

species. No new single-track trail opportunities would be provided. However, public access to Horsethief 

Mesa would improve with the identification and development of a trailhead parking area.  

3.2.2.4 Impacts of Alternative D (Access) 

Approximately 11.44 miles of routes would be designated OHV Open and 12.45 miles would be 

designated Limited to non-motorized under Alternative D.  Routes designated as closed under this 

alternative do not add to the recreation experience and primarily consist of redundant routes, short dead-

end routes, routes with impacts to cultural sites or sensitive soils, or create fragmentation. Open routes 

would be distributed throughout Horsethief Mesa to provide a complete network of access throughout the 

area. Public access and parking in Horsethief Mesa would improve with the identification and 

development of a trailhead area.  No additional single-track trail opportunities would be provided as 

requested by mountain biking groups. 

3.2.2.5 Impacts of Alternative E (Expanded Route Network) 

Approximately 6.34 miles of routes would be designated OHV Open and 11.35 miles would be 

designated Limited to non-motorized. An additional 15.91 miles of new non-motorized routes, resource 

survey dependent, which, if added, would provide increased recreation opportunities for hikers, 

equestrians, and mountain bike users. Public access to Horsethief Mesa would improve with the 

identification and development of a trailhead parking area. Alternative E would have the greatest benefit 

to recreation, largely due to the increase in miles of single-track trail, designed for a variety of mountain 

bike trail difficulty levels and providing additional loop options and trip lengths. 

3.2.2.6 Cumulative Impacts 

Past, present, and RFFAs may result in minor contrasts to the existing landscape characteristics.  It is 

expected that implementation of the TMP would enhance recreation experiences by improving signage, 

providing new access and parking, and improving route designations to decrease user conflict.  In 2018, 

the BLM approved a connection between Horsethief Mesa and the John Dunn Bridge via the Rio Grande 

Trail. This connection would increase public access and use within Horsethief Mesa and would improve 

opportunities for non-motorized activities such as hiking, mountain biking, and horseback riding. The 

addition of the off-season parking areas outside of Horsethief Mesa, identified in Section 2.1.1 of this EA, 

would also increase public access and recreation opportunities within the area. 

3.3 Resource Issue 3 ï Soil Resources 

Issue: How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of non-motorized 

routes through implementation of the TMP impact soil resources, including biological soil crusts? 

3.3.1 Affected Environment 

Horsethief Mesa is located within the Southwestern Plateaus, Mesas, and Foothills major land resource 

area 36 (MLRA) (NRCS 2006a). Soil moisture regime in this MLRA is limited, but present when 

conditions are suitable for plant growth, and the soil temperature regime is mesic or frigid. The dominant 

soil orders within this MLRA are: 
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¶ Alfisols ï comprised of moist and nutrient rich soils 

¶ Inceptisols ï comprised of soils with a wide range of characteristics and can be found in both 

semiarid and humid environments 

¶ Mollisols ï comprised of base rich and fertile soils 

¶ Entisols ï comprised of unconsolidated parent material with little soil horizon development 

¶ Aridisols ï comprised of typically saline or alkaline soils with very little organic matter 

characteristic of arid regions. 

3.3.1.1 Sensitive Soils 

Important characteristics for evaluating the suitability of soils are their susceptibility to erosion, or the 

capacity of a site to limit redistribution and loss of soils (including nutrients and organic matter) by wind, 

and steep slopes. For this analysis, slopes over 15 percent are considered steep. Slopes can be calculated 

using digital elevation models (DEM) produced by the US Geological Survey (USGS). Within Horsethief 

Mesa, approximately 1,198 acres have slopes over 15 percent. Areas with sensitive soil are more 

susceptible to accelerated erosion and require specific management consideration.  

 

Wind erosion is physical wearing of the earthôs surface by wind. Wind erosion removes and redistributes 

soil. Small blowout areas may be associated with adjacent areas of deposition at the bases of plants or 

behind obstacles, such as rocks, shrubs, fence rows, and road banks. Wind erodible soils are rated as 

having a high, medium, or low potential for wind erodibility. The Natural Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS) groups soils with similar properties together into wind erodibility groups (WEG) to 

indicate susceptibility to blowing.  Figure 3.3-1 shows the distribution of areas within Horsethief Mesa 

with high, medium, and low potential for wind erosion. Most of Horsethief Mesa falls into the low 

potential for wind erosion class. Table 3.3-1 presents the number of acres within Horsethief Mesa in each 

of the wind erosion risk classes. Note that approximately 13 percent of the area has no available wind 

erosion data. 

Table 3.3-1 Wind Erosion Potential on BLM-Administered Lands within Horsethief Mesa 
Rating Wind Erosion Potential (acres)2 

High 0 

Medium 0 

Low 1,795 

No data for some areas per NRCS 265 

Total 2,060 

Source: NRCS 2013 
2Wind erodibility group ratings: 1-3 severe, 4-5 moderate, and 6-8 slight. 

Route use may lead to soil compaction. Soil compaction occurs when soil particles are pressed together; 

the pore spaces between them are reduced; and bulk density is increased. This results in decreased 

infiltration rates and increased runoff and erosion. Moist, fine textured (clay) soils are most susceptible to 

compaction. However, occasionally roads or trails may require additional maintenance or implementation 

of additional erosion control measures. NRCS provides soil erosion hazard ratings for roads and trails that 

integrate water erosion potential, slope, and content of rock fragments. A majority of soils in Horsethief 

Mesa are considered severely susceptible to erosion on unsurfaced roads and trails (Table 3.3-2). 

Table 3.3-2 Soil Erosion Hazard within Horsethief Mesa 

Erosion Hazard Acres 

Moderate 474 

Severe 1,321 
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Erosion Hazard Acres 

Not Rated 265 

Total 2,060 

Source: NRCS 2013 

3.3.1.2 Biological Soil Crusts 

Biological soil crusts are an intimate association between soil particles and cyanobacteria, algae, 

microfungi, lichens, and bryophytes (in different proportions), which live within or on top of the 

uppermost millimeters of soil. These communities are known by a variety of names, including 

cryptobiotic, cryptogamic, and microbiotic soil crusts. They are found in all dryland regions of the world 

and in all vegetation types within these lands (Belnap et al. 2007). Biological soil crusts in arid and 

semiarid regions are effective in stabilizing soil and reducing soil erosion by water from raindrop impact 

and surface runoff (Warren 2001).  NRCS soil surveys categorize soils into soil map units, however 

mapping occurs at a scale too broad to identify biological soil crusts. Biological soil crusts within the 

TAFO have not been mapped, though are known to occur within Horsethief Mesa. The Botanical Survey 

Report (BLM, 2021) cites that ñCryptobiotic soil was present in many areas within the survey extent.ò  

Table 3.3-3 presents soil map units and expected basal cover of biological soils crusts within Horsethief 

Mesa. 

Table 3.3-3 Soil Map Units within  Horsethief Mesa 
Soil Map Unit Ecological Site ID Acres Basal Cover of Biological 

Soil Crusts 

Amalia-Manzano 

association, steep 

F048AY011NM ï 

Ponderosa Pine ï Rocky 

Mountain Juniper 17-25ò1 

663 unknown 

Manzano clay loam, 3 to 

5 percent slopes 

R036XB006NM ï Loamy 57 0% 

Orthents-Calciorthids 

association, very steep 

R051XA006NM ï Loamy2 251 unknown 

Orthents-Rock outcrop 

association, very steep 

R051XA006NM ï Loamy2 236 unknown 

Rock outcrop, very steep R036XB001NM ï Breaks 234 0% 

Sedillo-Silva association, 

strongly sloping 

R036XA004NM ï Gravelly 

Slopes 

171 0% 

Silva-Sedillo association, 

gently sloping 

R036XB006NM ï Loamy 417 0% 

Water N/A 32 N/A 

Source NRCS 2013, NRCS 2021 
1According to the NRCS, this is an obsolete site description that no longer meets current standards and is no longer considered a 

viable ecological site concept. 
2This is a draft Ecological Site ID that is either incomplete or has not undergone quality control and quality assurance review. 

3.3.2 Environmental Impacts 

Soils within Horsethief Mesa are susceptible to impacts from compaction and disturbance, which can lead 

to accelerated erosion and soil loss, changes in soil chemistry, and/or disturbance of route tread. Surface 

disturbances generally increase soil susceptibility to erosion and compaction, which increases the 

potential for offsite movement, salinity, and sediment delivery to streams. Management actions that 

involve surface disturbing activities; a reduction in vegetation cover, trampling, and the use of vehicles 

and heavy machinery can result in such impacts. This is especially true in areas where natural erosion 

rates are high because of soil type, condition, or slope.  
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Travel across soils can create fugitive dust. Fugitive dust can be generated by OHVs and passenger 

vehicles and can settle on vegetation in the area. The dust generated by travel activities depends on 

several factors including wind, frequency and timing of precipitation events, soil and dust particle size, 

and effectiveness of dust control measures. 

 

The types of motorized routes vary within Horsethief Mesa. Two track routes create a wider footprint 

than a single-track for motorcycles or non-motorized travel. Routes located on steep slopes and in areas 

with fragile, exposed soils are vulnerable to disturbance. The displaced soil particles can be transported 

by wind, water, or other natural and anthropogenic forces. Traveling on routes during the spring season, 

or other times of year with higher soil moisture content (i.e., after a recent precipitation event), could lead 

to rutting, compaction, accelerated runoff, erosion, and increased sedimentation in rivers and streams 

outside of Horsethief Mesa. Sediment transport can be reduced by route maintenance, including 

installation of culverts where appropriate, and other BMPs. Tables 3.3-4 through Table 3.3-7 provide a 

summary of route mileage of open or limited routes located on erodible soils under each alternative. 

There are no routes under any alternative through severe or moderately erodible soils. 

 

Development of either trailhead option 1 or option 2 and off-season parking areas would impact soil 

resources within Horsethief Mesa similarly across all action alternatives. Both options are located within 

areas that have moderate or high potential for erosion. Soils in these areas would likely become more 

compact with increased use, which would reduce the chance for growth of a protective vegetative cover in 

the surrounding area. Where soils are bare, fugitive dust may be generated, which can move soil particles 

away from the site. Compacted soils may alter drainage patterns at a local scale, concentrating the surface 

penetration and the overland flow of water away from the parking area, moving sediment and eroded 

material elsewhere. 

 

Trailhead Option 1 would require additional widening and maintenance of access roads to accommodate 

public use, thus displacing more soils and providing increased opportunity for erosion away from the 

project area compared to existing conditions. Option 2 would encompass a larger area, and therefore 

would impact more soils, compared to Option 1. However, this option would be constructed on soils with 

moderate erosion hazard compared to the severe erosion hazard soils for option 1. Option 2 would require 

construction of a new access route to accommodate public use.  Off-season parking areas are both less 

than ½ an acre each within previous disturbance along a paved road to the County transfer station. 

 

Best management practices that concentrate users within the footprint of the trailheads, such as fencing or 

vehicle barriers, would decrease potential for off-site travel and may help to protect against increased 

trampling, erosion, and compaction in the surrounding area. Potential impacts from construction of the 

trailhead options would be temporary and limited to the trailhead area. Best management practices would 

be employed during construction to reduce construction-related impacts such runoff potential. 

Development of trailhead options and connector routes would be subject to additional surveys and 

construction could require further site-specific analysis under NEPA. 

3.3.2.1 Impacts of Alternative A (No Action) 

Under Alternative A, there would be no changes in access or use within Horsethief Mesa. Weathering and 

erosion would be expected to continue at current levels or increase with increased route use. No new 

routes would be constructed under this alternative.  

 

Alternative A would have the greatest impact on soils, with 17.6 miles of open motorized routes located 

on soils with severe erosion hazard, and 10 miles of open motorized routes on soils with moderate erosion 

hazard (Tables 3.3-4 through 3.3-7). These routes would be more susceptible to erosion and would 

contribute to sedimentation into offsite rivers and streams.  
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Soil compaction and rutting of existing routes would continue and unauthorized cross-country travel 

would continue to compact soils and damage vegetation. The highly erodible soils within these areas 

would continue to degrade at current or increased levels over time. Compaction would decrease 

infiltration of moisture and increase runoff and erosion. Routes located on steep slopes would also be 

prone to increased runoff and erosion, leading to the formation of rill and gullies if left unmitigated. 

3.3.2.2 Impacts of Alternative B (Resource Protection) 

Alternative B would have the least impact and provide the greatest benefit to soil resources compared to 

the other alternatives. Routes that were determined to adversely impact soil resources would be closed to 

OHV use, and would instead be allowed to passively restore, thus decreasing potential for unchecked 

erosion and sedimentation across Horsethief Mesa. Concentrating use to specific managed routes away 

from erodible soils would also prove beneficial in the long term. Potential for fugitive dust from OHVs 

and passenger vehicles is lowest under this alternative. Routes on slopes fifteen percent or greater would 

continue to pose the risk of erosion, though because there is no public OHV use allowed under this 

alternative, impacts would likely be minimal. 

 

Under Alternative B total of 8.0 miles of open or limited routes would be located on lands with severe 

erosion hazard, and 3.9 miles of open or limited routes would be located on lands with moderate erosion 

hazard (Tables 3.3-4 through 3.3-7). Soil compaction and rutting of existing routes would decrease as 

compared to Alternative A, specifically on 9.6 miles of routes on soils with severe erosion hazard and 6.1 

miles of routes on soils with moderate erosion hazard. Approximately 7.5 miles of routes would be 

located on steep slopes, 6.9 miles of which would allow non-motorized bike use (Tables 3.3-8 and 3.3-9). 

3.3.2.3 Impacts of Alternative C (Balanced) 

Alternative C would provide a balance of protection soil resources. Under Alternative C limitations on 

motorized use in areas with sensitive or erodible soils would protect soil resources as well as soils within 

the route tread. As motorized routes erode due to use over time, additional maintenance would be 

necessary to prevent impactful degradation of the route tread and soils beneath. Approximately 10.1 miles 

of routes located on steep slopes would continue to pose the risk for increased erosion, including 1.3 

miles of routes open to OHV use (Tables 3.3-8 and 3.3-9). 

 

A total of 10.8 miles of open or limited routes would be located on soils with high erosion hazard, and 7.3 

miles of open or limited routes on soils with moderate erosion hazard (Tables 3.3-4 through 3.3-7). Under 

Alternative C, soil compaction and rutting and damage would decrease as compared to existing 

conditions. Approximately 5.8 miles of routes would be closed on soils with severe erosion hazard, and 

2.6 miles of routes would be closed on soils with moderate erosion hazard. 

3.3.2.4 Impacts of Alternative D (Access) 

Under Alternative D there would be minimal restrictions on the type of route use, which would increase 

potential for increased compaction, loss of soil structure, and alteration of drainage across a larger area 

over time, compared to other alternatives. As motorized routes erode due to use over time, additional 

maintenance would be necessary to prevent impactful degradation of the route tread and soils beneath. 

Potential for fugitive dust from OHVs and passenger vehicles is greatest under this alternative. 

Approximately 12 miles of routes located on steep slopes would continue to pose the risk for increased 

erosion, including 3 miles of routes open to OHV use (Tables 3.3-8 and 3.3-). 

 

Under Alternative D, a total of 15.8 miles of open or limited routes would be located on soils with severe 

erosion hazard, and 8.4 miles of open or limited routes on soils with moderate erosion hazard (Tables 3.3-

4 through 3.3-7). Under Alternative D, soil compaction and rutting would decrease as compared to 

Alternative A. Approximately 1.7 miles of routes would be closed on soils with severe erosion hazard, 
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and 1.5 miles of routes would be closed on soils with moderate erosion hazard, the least of all action 

alternatives.  

3.3.2.5 Impacts of Alternative E (Expanded Route Network) 

Impacts from Alternative E would be similar to those discussed for Alternative C.  However, the proposed 

new routes would result in additional impacts to soils in Horsethief Mesa. Approximately 14.6 miles of 

new proposed routes would be constructed on soils with severe erosion hazard, and 11 miles of proposed 

new routes would be located on slopes fifteen percent or greater. However, 0.1 of those proposed miles 

over soils with severe erosion hazard and steep slopes would only be constructed if trailhead Option 2 

were implemented. The impact from route construction would be greater impacts from managing use on 

existing routes, as would the formation of fugitive dust and erosion and sediment transport down steep 

slopes. In the long term, impacts from use on these new routes would be similar to other non-motorized 

routes in the area. The approximately 0.1 miles of proposed OHV open routes would be constructed over 

a previously disturbed dump and would likely not create additional impacts compared to existing 

conditions. 

Table 3.3-4 Open and Limited Designated Routes through Areas with Severe Erosion Hazard 

(Miles) 
Designation Alternative A  Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

OHV Open 17.6 0.0 3.1 6.5 2.9 

Limited Non-Motorized  0.0 6.7 7.7 7.6 7.1 

Limited Hiking  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Limited to Administrative 

Use 

0.0 1.3 1.1 1.7 1.3 

Proposed New  

(OHV Open) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Proposed New  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.1 

Proposed New Reroute  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 

Total1 17.6 8.0 11.9 15.8 25.9 

Source: NRCS 2013 

Table 3.3-5 Closed Routes through Areas with Severe Erosion Hazard (Miles) 
Designation Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 9.6 5.8 1.7 5.3 

Closed/Decommissioned 

(To Be Rerouted) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 

Total1 0.0 9.6 5.8 1.7 6.3 

Source: NRCS 2013 

Table 3.3-6 Open and Limited Designated Routes through Areas with Moderate Erosion Hazard 

(Miles) 
Designation Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

OHV Open 10 0.0 3.9 4.9 3.4 

Limited Non-Motorized  0.0 3.5 3.3 3.3 2.7 

Limited Hiking  0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Limited to Administrative 

Use 

0.0 0.4 <0.1 0.1 0.5 
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Designation Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

OHV Open 10 0.0 3.9 4.9 3.4 

Proposed New  

(OHV Open) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Proposed New  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .7 

Proposed New Reroute  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 

Total1 10 3.9 7.3 8.4 8.1 

Source: NRCS 2013 

Table 3.3-7 Closed Routes through Areas with Moderate Erosion Hazard (Miles) 

Designation Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 6.1 2.6 1.5 2.6 

Closed/Decommissioned 

(To Be Rerouted) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 

Total1 0.0 6.1 2.6 1.5 3.2 

Source: NRCS 2013 

Table 3.3-8 Open and Limited Designated Routes on Slopes 15 Percent or Greater (Miles) 
Designation Alternative A  Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

OHV Open 13.3 0.0 1.3 3.0 1.3 

Limited Non-Motorized  0.0 6.9 7.9 7.9 7.1 

Limited Hiking  0.0 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.2 

Limited to Administrative 

Use 

0.0 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.7 

Proposed New  

(OHV Open) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Proposed New  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.7 

Proposed New Reroute  

(Limited Non-Motorized) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 

Total1 13.3 7.5 10.1 12.0 20.3 

Source: NRCS 2013 

Table 3.3-9 Closed Routes on Slopes 15 Percent or Greater (Miles) 
Designation Alternative 

A 

Alternative 

B 

Alternative 

C 

Alternative 

D 

Alternative 

E 

Closed/Decommissioned 0.0 5.6 3.2 1.3 2.9 

Closed/Decommissioned 

(To Be Rerouted) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 

Total1 0.0 5.6 3.2 1.3 3.9 

Source: NRCS 2013 

3.3.2.6 Cumulative Impacts 

A majority of the soils in the Horsethief Mesa area have a low potential for wind erosion, but a severe 

erosion hazard rating. Past, present, and RFFAs including recreational OHV use would affect soil 

compaction and erosion. Over time, soil conditions near closed, and to some degree limited, routes are 

expected to improve. The BLM would require BMPs for soil protection applicable across all RFFA 
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project disturbances. Implementation of the TMP would contribute minimally to cumulative impacts to 

soil resources. The addition of the future seasonal parking areas outside of Horsethief Mesa, identified in 

Section 2.1.1 of this EA, would increase public access and use within the area and routes on erodible 

soils. 

3.4 Resource Issue 4 ï Transportation and Access 

Issue: How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of non-motorized 

routes through implementation of the TMP impact public motorized and non-motorized access, and 

adjoining private property access?  

3.4.1 Affected Environment 

The public currently accesses Horsethief Mesa via NM Highway 522 and USFS land to the northeast, and 

illegally via private land to the south. There are no trailheads in the Horsethief area. The level of use that 

is occurring, particularly during spring, summer, and fall has made parking a premium, leading many 

users to park either on private land or on the highway shoulder near a Taos County transfer station. Route 

proliferation and unauthorized access to Horsethief Mesa are common and have led to private landowners 

installing signs and traffic control devices (speed bumps) to curb public use of those areas. A 

comprehensive route inventory was completed, to the greatest extent possible to include all motorized and 

non-motorized routes used by the public and for permitted uses within the Horsethief Mesa area. The 

route inventory dataset includes approximately 29.43 miles of existing routes located on BLM-

administered land. The routes were evaluated for designation based on access and recreational uses, 

including hiking, mountain biking, OHVs, etc.  

 

The routes were classified based on maintenance level, jurisdiction, and whether the route permits 

motorized or non-motorized use. BLM routes are assigned a maintenance level of one through five was 

considered, with one representing the lowest level of maintenance and five representing the highest. Most 

routes would be designated with the lowest or no maintenance levels except for a primary access route 

from a state highway. Within the BLM road maintenance standards, two track routes used by 4WD or 

high clearance vehicles are typically not maintained to a road design standard.  The primary access route 

from a state highway would be considered a Resource Road and probably assigned moderate 

maintenance. Trails for use by human-powered means of transport would be maintained according to 

recreation experience outcomes and environmental sustainability. 

3.4.1.1 Fuelwood Gathering 

Fuelwood gathering is a popular activity within Horsethief Mesa. Special forest products, plant materials 

like pinyon nuts, seeds, berries, and firewood, may be collected on BLM-administered lands in select 

field offices in New Mexico, including TAFO. Permits are not required for a reasonable amount of 

personal, non-commercial use of specific resources per household annually, as identified by BLM New 

Mexico office (BLM 2020b). Collection or removal of larger amounts of special forest products would 

require a Forest Product Permit. This permit is supplemented by Special Stipulations to which the 

permitted user must adhere. Because off-route, or cross-country, OHV use is prohibited in Horsethief 

Mesa, gathering of special forest products is largely influenced by access via transportation routes. 

3.4.2 Environmental Impacts 

Tables 2.2-1 and 2.2-2 present total miles of open, closed, and limited routes under each of the 

alternatives. Travel management designations would not affect BLM ROWs, permitted uses, County or 

State roads, or other valid existing rights. Restrictions apply only to motorized public access and 

recreational OHV use. All roads designated as open, closed, or limited for motorized use are available for 

non-motorized use. 
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Measures to protect natural and cultural resources may reduce opportunities for travel-related activities, 

including access for fuelwood gathering. These decisions would result in adverse impacts by limiting 

accessibility and availability of public lands and features. Legal public access to Horsethief Mesa would 

be improved with the development of Option 1 or 2 trailhead parking areas under all action alternatives. 

Trailhead option 1 would be located on an existing route and would provide for fast access to the 

Horsethief Mesa route network. Access routes for this trailhead option would be widened and maintained 

for public use. Trailhead option 2 would be located closer to the County transfer station and to private 

property, which may contribute to trespass in the area. This trailhead option would be larger than option 

1, thus it may provide for more parking and public use of Horsethief Mesa. The two proposed small off-

season parking areas located along the road to the County transfer station would provide an alternate 

place to park during winter months when the soil is saturated or there is snow on the ground which limits 

access for some passenger vehicles.  Both Trailhead options and off-season parking areas would require 

additional coordination with USFS to secure road use agreement instrument on existing routes within the 

Carson National Forest in order to connect to the Horsethief Mesa route network. 

3.4.2.1 Impacts of Alternative A (No Action) 

The No Action Alternative would maintain existing conditions and management and would not result in 

any route closures. Use and travel by motorized and non-motorized vehicles would be allowed on all 

existing routes except where not currently permitted. No legal public access or parking would be provided 

which would not resolve issues with parking on the highway shoulder and private property.  Without 

designation of existing routes there would be continuing lack of management in the form of signs and 

user maps, as well as lack of enforcement capability. This would likely lead to continued user-created 

route proliferation and illegal access via private land. 

3.4.2.2 Impacts of Alternative B (Resource Protection) 

Under Alternative B, motorized public access to the Horsethief Mesa area would be restricted on all 

routes. This would include 16.02 miles of route closures, and the redistribution of uses to a select few 

non-motorized routes. Access for fuelwood gathering would be precluded, and opportunities for non-

motorized recreation would decrease. Alternative B would impact motorized travel by limiting many 

routes to non-motorized or administrative uses. Closures would create the need for installation of gates, 

barricades, and other closure devices to enforce the travel restrictions. Screening, signing, and user maps 

are also techniques for closing and/or managing the route network. Figure 2.4-1 shows which routes 

would be open and closed under Alternative B. 

3.4.2.3 Impacts of Alternative C (Balanced) 

Alternative C would close 8.56 miles of routes (Table 2.2-2). Access would be limited to administrative 

and authorized users (i.e., private landowners or permittees) on 1.09 miles of the existing routes. 

Approximately 6.98 miles of existing routes would remain open for public OHV use. Under Alternative 

C, some existing primitive roads would be closed. With the closure of routes, signage and barriers would 

be necessary to enforce these closures. Motorized access for hunting, and fuelwood and forest products 

would decrease, compared to existing conditions.  

3.4.2.4 Impacts of Alternative D (Access) 

Alternative D would prioritize access to Horsethief Mesa for all users. Alternative D would allow OHV 

use on 11.44 miles of open routes. It would result in the fewest closures of all action alternatives, 3.4 

miles of existing routes (Table 2.2-2) and limit access to authorized users on 1.84 miles of routes, leaving 

12.45 miles limited for non-motorized use. Alternative D would provide a high level of motorized access, 

but would not allow for a comprehensive, diverse transportation system. Motorized access to hunting and 

fuelwood resources would be maximized under this alternative. 
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3.4.2.5 Impacts of Alternative E (Expanded Route Network) 

While route closure and use limitations may impede access to certain areas within Horsethief Mesa, 

construction of new proposed routes would improve transportation throughout the area. Development of 

new access (i.e., proposed new routes) may increase opportunities for travel related activities and 

fuelwood gathering. Rerouting of specific routes would maintain access and flow of users through 

Horsethief Mesa. Motorized access to fuelwood resources would be similar to Alternative C, however 

new routes would increase non-motorized access for hunting and fuelwood and forest product gathering. 

3.4.2.6 Cumulative Impacts 

Past, present, and RFFAs may impact the transportation network. Implementation of the TMP would 

close routes that are redundant or dead-end spurs that serve no purpose. It is expected that implementation 

of the proposed TMP would improve transportation by improving signage and improving route 

designations to decrease user conflict and resource degradation. Future wood collecting of down and dead 

fuels and forestry and thinning projects may improve the health and ecological diversity of the area. The 

addition of the future seasonal parking areas outside of Horsethief Mesa, identified in Section 2.1.1 of this 

EA, would increase legal public access to the area and to routes used for fuelwood gathering. 

3.5 Resource Issue 5 ï Vegetation Communities, Special Status Plant Species, 

and Invasive, Non-Native Plant Species 

Issue: How would designation and management of existing routes and construction of non-motorized 

routes through implementation of the TMP impact vegetation communities, the distribution and spread of 

invasive, non-native plant species, and BLM special status plant species (SSPS)? 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 

General management and regulatory authority for vegetation communities and invasive, non-native 

species is described in the Taos RMP (BLM 2012a), Section 2.1.7. Appendix G of the RMP provides 

more detailed guidance for special status species management. The Taos RMP (2012) outlines goals and 

objectives for terrestrial vegetation communities that are also relevant to travel management planning. 

3.5.1.1 Vegetation Communities 

Horsethief Mesa lies primarily within the Arizona/New Mexico Plateau Ecoregion, which is a transitional 

region between forest-covered mountainous areas and the lower, hotter Mohave Basin. It is generally 

characterized by sparse, semiarid grasslands, and tablelands (USEPA 2016). The landscape is generally 

dry, though regional topography may cause variation in precipitation. The portion of this ecoregion that 

encompasses Horsethief Mesa is dominated by pinyon-juniper woodland and big sagebrush shrubland and 

steppe (Table 3.5-1).  

 

The USGS LANDFIRE existing vegetation dataset (2017) was used to determine the fine-scale vegetation 

community types present in Horsethief Mesa. The variety of vegetation communities provides habitat for 

a diversity of wildlife species. One of the more prevalent vegetation types in the area, sagebrush 

communities are comprised of slow-growing woody species that generally exhibit a delay in recovery 

from impacts in comparison to herbaceous vegetation, such as grassland species. This dataset identifies 

approximately 102 acres of open water in Horsethief Mesa, however rather than natural lakes or ponds, 

this is due to two earthen stock tanks constructed to impound water.  Riparian and wetland vegetation 

communities are not present within the area. 

Table 3.5-1 Vegetation Communities within Horsethief Mesa  

Community Type Acres 

Aspen Forest, Woodland, and Parkland 1 
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Community Type Acres 

Big Sagebrush Shrubland and Steppe 523 

Deciduous Shrubland 14 

Douglas-fir -Ponderosa Pine-Lodgepole Pine Forest and Woodland 9 

Grassland <1 

Greasewood Shrubland 51 

Introduced Annual and Biennial Forbland <1 

Introduced Perennial Grassland and Forbland 1 

Open Water 102 

Pinyon-Juniper Woodland 1,355 

Salt Desert Scrub 1 

Sand Shrubland 1 

Aspen Forest, Woodland, and Parkland 1 

Total 2,060 

Source: LANDFIRE 2017 

3.5.1.2 BLM Sensitive Species 

There are no federally listed plant species documented or with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa 

(USFWS 2019 ï ECOS). The BLM Sensitive Species with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa are 

discussed in Section 3.5.3.1.  The BLM will follow the BMPs presented in Appendix D of the Taos ROD 

and RMP (BLM 2012a) to prevent impacts to vegetation and special status species. 

3.5.1.3 Special Status Plant Species 

The BLM Special Status Species Management Manual (BLM 2008) defines special status species as 1) 

species listed or proposed for listing under the ESA and 2) species requiring special management 

consideration to promote their conservation and reduce the likelihood and need for future listing under the 

ESA. All Federal candidate species, proposed species, and delisted species in the 5 years following 

delisting are conserved as BLM Sensitive Species (BLM 2008). Species identified on the BLM Watch 

List have no management impact, whereas BLM Sensitive Species should be conserved to avoid potential 

future listing under the ESA. 

 

The 2019 Taos Field Office BLM Sensitive Plant Species list was analyzed to determine speciesô 

potential for occurrence in Horsethief Mesa (BLM 2019). Suitable habitat information for each species 

was cross-referenced with habitat identified as present within Horsethief Mesa. If habitat in Horsethief 

Mesa was identified as suitable for a species, then the species is assumed to have the potential to occur for 

the purposes of the analysis in this EA. Species with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa are included in 

Table 3.5-2. Additionally, BLM reviewed an Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, Candidate, and 

Sensitive species, and Critical Habitats species list from USFS Carson National Forest and determined 

that no additional species had the potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa. The TAFO, in partnership with 

USGS, is in the process of developing preliminary models to identify potential for occurrence and suitable 

habitat and for BLM Sensitive Species. This data would be used to inform future monitoring and planning 

efforts. If construction of new routes were to occur, preconstruction surveys would be completed to avoid 

impacts to BLM Sensitive Species. 

Table 3.5-2 BLM  Sensitive Species with  Potential to Occur in Horsethief Mesa 

Common Name Scientific Name Habitat  Status 

Ripleyôs milkvetch Astragalus ripleyi Pinyon-juniper and 

sagebrush communities 

Verified in 

TAFO, G3/S3 
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Common Name Scientific Name Habitat  Status 

Taos springparsely Cymopterus spellenbergii Pinyon-juniper and Douglas 

fir -ponderosa pine 

communities, Taos Plateau 

canyon rims 

Verified in 

TAFO, 

G2/S2 

Clipped wild buckwheat Eriogonum lachnogynum 

var. colobum 

Pinyon-juniper communities, 

open sandy or gypseous 

limestone ridges 

Verified in 

TAFO, 

T2/S2 

Source: BLM 2019, NatureServe 2021 

 Ripleyôs Milkvetch 

Ripleyôs milkvetch (Astragalus ripleyi) occurs within sagebrush, pinyon-juniper woodland, and Gambel 

oak thickets in ponderosa pine forest at elevations of 7,000-8,250 ft. Ripleyôs milkvetch is listed by the 

BLM and USFS as sensitive, New Mexico State listed as Vulnerable, Globally Vulnerable, and has a New 

Mexico Rare Plant Scorecard rating of Weakly Conserved. Future BLM TAFO SSPS Surveys for 

Ripleyôs milkvetch will be completed.  

 Taos Springparsley 

Taos springparsley (Cymopterus spellenbergii) typically grows among basalt boulders that cover much of 

the Taos Plateau and form caprock along canyons rims. It occasionally grows in soils derived from 

metamorphic rock or in sandy draws. The plant community is open piñon-juniper woodland or Douglas 

fir-ponderosa pine forest at elevations of 6,200-8,800 ft. Taos springparsley is listed by the BLM as 

sensitive, New Mexico State listed as Endangered, Globally Imperiled, and has a New Mexico Rare Plant 

Scorecard rating of Under Conserved. BLM TAFO SSPS Surveys for Taos spring parsley will be 

completed in the future. 

 Clipped Wild  Buckwheat 

Clipped wild buckwheat (Eriogonum lachnogynum var. colobum) typically grows in open sandy or 

gypseous limestone ridges and edges of mesas, such as the Rio Grande Gorge, in piñon-juniper 

woodlands at elevations of 6,820-7,540 ft. Clipped wild buckwheat is listed by the BLM as sensitive, 

New Mexico State listed as Imperiled, Globally Uncommon but Not Rare, and has a New Mexico Rare 

Plant Scorecard rating of Weakly Conserved. BLM TAFO SSPS Surveys for clipped wild buckwheat will 

be completed in the future. 

3.5.1.4 Invasive, Non-native Plant Species 

Noxious weeds and invasive, non-native species are exotic plant species that may harm native plant 

communities and degrade wildlife habitat. Table 3.5-3 presents invasive, non-native (weed) species with 

potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa. These species are highly competitive and can often out-compete 

native vegetation, especially on disturbed soils such as roadsides. Once established, these species decrease 

wildlife habitat value, reduce livestock range productivity, and increase management costs. The BLM 

considers plants as weeds if they have been introduced into an environment where they did not evolve. 

These plants often have no natural enemies or limitations on spread and reproduction. 

 

Weeds management guidance is provided by The Programmatic Treatment Plan for the Rapid Response 

to Weeds (BLM 2010), Departmental Manual 517, as well as the following laws and Executive Orders: 

Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species; the Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974; the New Mexico 

Noxious Weed Management Act of 1978; the Noxious Weed Control Act of 2004; and the Federal Plant 

Protection Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-224). 
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In June 2020, the New Mexico Department of Agriculture updated the New Mexico Noxious Weed List 

to include 47 species targeted as noxious weeds for control or eradication (NMDA 2020). Of these, 18 

species are classified as Class A noxious weeds; 10 are classified as Class B noxious weeds; and 13 are 

classified as Class C noxious weeds. The remaining 6 species are listed as Watch List Species. Most of 

the weed infestations in Horsethief Mesa occur along roads, where the BLM and the counties regularly 

patrol and treat as needed. 

 Class A Noxious Weed Species 

Class A species are currently not present in New Mexico or have limited distribution. Preventing new 

infestations of these species and eradicating existing infestations is the highest priority. Table 3.5-3 lists 

the three Class A weed species with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa.  

 Class B Noxious Weed Species 

Class B Species are limited to portions of the State. In areas with severe infestations, management should 

be designed to contain the infestation and stop any further spread. Table 3.5-3 lists the one Class B weed 

species with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa.  

 Class C Noxious Weed Species 

Class C species are widespread in the State. Management decisions for these species are determined at the 

local level, based on feasibility of control and level of infestation. Table 3.5-3 lists the five Class C weed 

species with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa.  

 Watch List Noxious Weed Species 

Watch List noxious weed species are species of concern in the State. These species have the potential to 

become problematic. More data is needed to determine if these species should be listed. There are no 

Watch List noxious weed species with potential to occur in Horsethief Mesa. 

Table 3.5-3 Noxious Weeds with Potential to Occur in Horsethief Mesa 

Common Name Scientific Name Status 

Black Henbane Hyoscyamus niger Class A 

Canada Thistle Cirsium arvense Class A 

Spotted knapweed Centaurea biebersteinii Class A 

Perennial Pepperweed Lepidium latifolium Class B 

Cheatgrass Bromus tectorum Class C 

Jointed Goatgrass Aegilops cylindrica Class C 

Musk Thistle  Carduus nutans Class C 

Russian Knapweed Acroptilon repens Class C 

Siberian Elm Ulmus pumila Class C 

Source: Ashigh et al. 2010, NMDA 2016, NMDA 2020, NMSU 2020 

3.5.2 Environmental Impacts 

The analysis of effects to vegetation communities was conducted by evaluating the miles of route 

designations within each vegetation type, under each alternative. Travel on roads and trails could increase 

route width and the area of disturbance to soils and vegetation. This could result in increased mortality of 

adjacent native vegetation, soil compaction, rutting, surface runoff, and subsequent erosion. Impacts 

would be greatest in areas of concentrated use that are not maintained or improved. Ruts created by OHVs 

could disrupt hydrologic patterns by providing channels for concentrated flow and alter habitat conditions 

for native plant species. Damage to, or loss of, individual plants could affect community structure, which 

in turn would affect habitat suitability for plant and wildlife species. Tables 3.5-4 and 3.5-5 present the 
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miles of route designations within the major vegetation types within Horsethief Mesa under each 

alternative. 

 

All action alternatives involve some degree of route limitation or closure. Route closure alone does not 

necessarily equate to a reduction of invasive, non-native vegetation. It is anticipated that eventually closed 

routes would return to a more natural condition and some diminishment of invasive, nonnative vegetation 

concentrations would occur along closed routes through treatment efforts. This could result in an increase 

in native plant growth. A reduction in length and density of the route network would also reduce the 

potential for interaction with existing infestations and resulting introduction of invasive, nonnative 

species to previously un-infested areas. Limiting routes to administrative or authorized users would 

reduce the amount of vehicle traffic and therefore would reduce the likelihood of introducing new 

populations of invasive, non-native species. 

 

Development of either trailhead Option 1 or Option 2 and off-season parking would impact vegetation 

communities within Horsethief Mesa similarly across all action alternatives. Trailhead Option 1 would be 

located within an existing clearing in deciduous shrubland vegetation, and Trailhead Option 2 would be 

located within a previously disturbed area in big sagebrush shrubland vegetation whereas off-season 

parking areas occur in previously disturbed areas in pinyon juniper woodland. Potential impacts from 

construction of the trailhead options would be temporary and limited to the trailhead area. Best 

management practices would be employed during construction to reduce construction-related impacts. 

Best management practices that concentrate users within the footprint of the trailheads, such as fencing or 

vehicle barriers, would decrease potential for off-site travel and may help to prevent increased trampling 

or denuding of vegetation. As trampling does occur, species composition may shift to those more suited 

to disturbance or modified soils. Vegetation may be crushed, sheared, or uprooted, and young plants 

would have decreased success establishing. Fugitive dust is more likely in these areas, which may drift 

away from trailheads and impede vegetative growth.  

 

Trailhead Option 1 would require additional widening and maintenance of access routes to support public 

use. Disturbance associated with these activities, such as trampling, denuding, or interference of fugitive 

dust, would increase potential for impacts to nearby vegetation. Trailhead Option 2 would cover a larger 

area. Peripheral vegetation communities would be impacted to a larger extent, and higher levels of use 

and access would increase trampling of individual plants compared to Option 1.  Off-season parking areas 

are both less than ½ an acre and occur along an existing paved road to the County transfer station. 

 

Non-native, invasive species may have a greater potential to be spread with user concentration within 

Horsethief Mesa. Disturbed areas may allow for the establishment of non-native, invasive species if the 

native vegetation communities are inhibited from succeeding because of consistent travel or disturbance. 

Development of trailhead options would be subject to additional surveys, and site-specific analysis under 

NEPA. 

3.5.2.1 Special Status Plant Species 

The impacts effects zone for the alternatives ranges from 20 ï 100 meters, depending on the intensity, 

extent, and duration of surface disturbance. Direct impacts could result from construction, operation, 

and/or maintenance related activities within and adjacent to proposed new routes and trailhead. These 

activities could immediately displace or acutely stress SSPS individuals and/or reduce or degrade 

available habitat for SSPS.  Potential indirect impacts to SSPS and the ecological processes that sustain 

them include, but are not limited to, changes in the following habitat conditions: ground cover, soil 

nutrient flows and processes, hydrological flows and processes, solar exposure, thermal cover, fugitive 

dust loads, non-native species dispersal, habitat connectivity and/or fragmentation, and pollinator and 

dispersal agentsô visitation behaviors.  




